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This study applies the theory of representative bureaucracy to state level political appointees 
over the course of five gubernatorial administrations in North Carolina. The theory of 
representative bureaucracy holds that the demographic diversity of the workforce of public sector 
organizations or bureaucracies (passive representation) leads to policy decisions and outcomes 
that reflect the beliefs and interests of the groups that are represented (active representation), 
including underrepresented populations (e.g. minorities and women) that have historically been 
disadvantaged.  Using measures of representativeness, the study determines the extent to which 
members of underrepresented populations have been appointed to leadership positions by each of 
the five governors who have held office in North Carolina from 1973 to 2012, and addresses the 
central question of how and whether underrepresented populations appointed to state level 


















Studying Bureaucratic Representativeness in North Carolina 1973–2013 
Statement of the Problem 
 The theory of representative bureaucracy holds that the demographic diversity of the 
workforce of public sector organizations or bureaucracies (passive representation) leads to policy 
decisions and outcomes that reflect the beliefs and interests of the groups that are represented 
(active representation), including underrepresented populations (e.g. minorities and women) that 
have historically been disadvantaged.  Diversity and inclusion are strategic imperatives of the 
North Carolina Office of State Personnel (NCOSP).  One of the tenets of the Office’s Diversity 
Commitment Plan is to assist state agencies to achieve diversity that reflects the population of 
the state of North Carolina.  This diversity should be achieved at all employment levels and 
specifically in policy-making positions (NC Office of State Personnel, 2011). 
Unfavorable Trends 
 During the past 15 years, workplace diversity and the representation of minorities and 
women in state government have been a major emphasis of the Office of State Personnel.  In the 
late 1990s, several unfavorable trends were identified related to African American and female 
state government employees.  Of the four major demographic groups (white males, white 
females, African American males, and African American females) African American males had 
the lowest percentage of state government workforce representation among any of the groups.  In 
management related positions (accountants, business officers, purchasing officers, and personnel 
analysts) African American males represented only 6.1% of the total state government 
employees in this classification and in professional occupation positions (lawyers, agency 
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administrators, doctors, and pharmacists) African American males represented only 6.7% of the 
total state government employees (NC Office of State Personnel, 2002). 
 Overall, women in state government did not fare much better, having to suffer with pay 
inequalities and the “Glass Ceiling” which worked to slow their upward mobility. African 
American women rarely, if ever, had the opportunity for upward mobility because they were 
clustered in many of the lowest paying jobs in state government.  African American women 
comprised the majority (34.8%) of all occupations compensated in the lower pay grades of 50–
54, while only 2.6% or six African American women were in the highest pay grades (85–99) in 
state government.  Other minority groups like Asian-Pacific Islanders, Hispanics and Native 
Americans representative numbers were so low that they failed to be recognized in any of the 
analysis (NC Office of State Personnel, 2004).  Analyzing these trends and determining their 
causes can add to the limited research available at the state level on the determinants 
bureaucratic under representation of historically disadvantaged groups.   
 One of the more important issues of our time has been the degree to which the public 
bureaucracy is representative of the people it works on behalf of, especially when it comes to the 
recruitment, hiring, and retention of ethnically and racially diverse individuals (Kellough, 
Llorens & Wenger, 2007).  Kearney and Hays (1998) stated, “public jobs are public resources, to 
which everyone has a potential claim” (p. 300).  The equality of opportunity should be taken 
seriously and evidenced by a workforce of the government that is representative of the people it 
serves.  It is the obligation of the government to serve as a model employer and provide 
examples that the private sector can view and adopt regarding the appropriate treatment of its 
workforce (Van Riper, 1958; Krislov, 1967; Goldfarb & Haywood, 1982; Miller, 1996).  
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Benefits of Workplace Diversity 
 Workplace diversity brings many benefits to an organization.  The success and 
competitiveness of any organization rests on its increased adaptability as well as its ability to 
accept a variety of viewpoints.  These organizational features can be accomplished by embracing 
a diverse workforce that can supply a plethora of solutions to problems like allocation of 
resources and service delivery by employees who apply their expansive collection of skills and 
experiences (Greenberg, 2004).  State governmental organizations must be competitive in tight 
economic times.  In an effort to improve productivity, maintain higher profit margins and 
maintain a national and global competitive edge, many organizations embrace a diverse 
workforce.  Oftentimes, issues of social justice and fair play are secondary (Wentling, 1998).  
Moreover, organizations should develop goals and policies that move its workforce in all 
dimensions to reflect the population that it serves, thus creating a powerful entity that is greater 
than the sum of its parts (Parvis, 2003).   
 The importance of diversity in the work place has been facilitated by a greater tolerance 
for difference, a global marketplace, an increase in federal and state government sponsored 
programs, and a change in demographics.  Organizations that do not maneuver and negotiate 
these changes that bring about diversity will not survive under the weight of these complex 
conditions (Wentling, 1998).  North Carolina has experienced many of these changes, most 
notably the change in demographics.  From 1990 to 2010 the state’s population has grown from 
6.6 million to 9.5 million people (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010).  Specifically, from 1990 to 2005, 
the various diverse populations have grown exponentially as well.  The Hispanic/Latino 
population has grown by 595%, the Asian population by 194%, the Pacific Islander population 
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by 52%, and the African American population by 21% (Johnson, 2010).  Minorities accounted 
for 33.5 % of the total population of the state based on Census 2010 data. 
 While North Carolina’s public sector state government workforce has seen some growth 
over the past 20 years, it has been challenged to increase its attractiveness to recruit talented job 
applicants, and ensure that once hired these individuals maintain a high level of commitment to 
the organization (Corporate Leadership Council, 2007).  Minorities make up roughly 34.2% of 
the total state work force in North Carolina.  While North Carolina has done what appears to be 
an adequate job of integrating underrepresented populations into the fabric of the workforce, 
there have been no definitive studies to determine how well this group is represented at the 
policy level-appointed positions.  Those reports that have been performed on North Carolina’s 
overall state government workforce detailing workforce representation, disciplinary actions, 
promotions, and performance management ratings reveal several unfavorable trends related to 
the various demographic groups.  
The State of the State on Diversity 
 Several data reports (Equal Employment Opportunity Plans Report, the State 
Performance Management Report and the Personnel Function Report) showed that African 
American males and female employees within state government agencies had not and were not 
on target to reach full workforce representation levels.  African American males had the lowest 
workforce representation of any of the four demographic groups, representing 12.2% of the 
entire state workforce.  As previously mentioned they lagged even further behind in management 
related positions (6.1%) and professional positions (6.7%).  In addition, reports of the 
performance management or “rating system” showed that African American males had the 
highest percentage of disciplinary actions in North Carolina state government and consistently 
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received the lowest performance ratings of any group for a ten year period.  African American 
men accounted for 31% of all disciplinary actions in 1999 and of those actions 14.5 % resulted in 
dismissals (NC Office of State Personnel, 2002). 
 Women in North Carolina state government agencies did not fare much better, and 
African American women overall fared worse than any other race-gender group.  While women 
in general occupied most jobs in the lower pay grades in state government, African American 
women comprised the majority of all occupations compensated at the lowest pay grades.  As a 
matter of fact, white males dominate every pay grade in state government above the pay grade 
level 60.  Jobs at pay grade level 60 include skill level positions like correction officers, social 
workers, paralegals, and maintenance mechanics.  Pay grade levels below 60 can include nursing 
assistants, health care technicians, and general maintenance workers.  In terms of pay equity, an 
analysis of the entire state workforce found a high concentration of women and minorities in 
lower paying occupations and a limited number of women and minorities in high paying 
occupations (NC Office of State Personnel, 2004).  While each group had its own unique set of 
concerns, there was an overall feeling that the state human resource system did not adequately 
address these concerns.  In an attempt to address the problem, a Special Emphasis Project (SEP) 
was designed to ensure a working environment where state employees are treated fairly and 
equitably (NC Office of State Personnel, 2002, 2004, 2007). 
 The citizens of any state, particularly North Carolina, should have concern about the 
representative nature of their government.  The concept of a representative government is 
inherent in a democratic society in which the citizenry expect their needs to be a priority for the 
persons elected or appointed to serve them (Kendrigan, 1984).  While it may not be possible to 
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meet the unique and diverse needs of every single citizen, officials working for the people should 
be representative of the people they serve (Steen, 2007). 
North Carolina’s Progressive History  
 North Carolina is viewed as a progressive state in its political ideology and practice, and 
as a whole its citizens tend to vote for moderate Democrats for governor and other elected 
offices.  V. O. Key, Jr. (1984) classified North Carolina as a progressive plutocracy, noting that 
the state had a “progressive outlook and action in many phases of life” (p. 205).  Key’s 
observations were supported by Jack D. Fleer (1994) who wrote that North Carolinians 
“demonstrated a progressive spirit as leaders in the region” (p. 11). 
 There is clear evidence that supports North Carolina’s moniker as a progressive state, 
having elected several progressive governors, like Charles Aycock (1901–1905), Terry Sanford 
(1961–1965), and Jim Hunt (1977–1985, 1993–2001).  Each of these elected officials had a 
strong reputation for espousing enlightened policies, especially when compared to their 
contemporaries in other states in the southern region of the country.  Given this progressive 
moniker, there was another side to Charles Aycock, in contrast to his advocacy for a strong 
educational system in North Carolina; he was a leading spokesperson for the white supremacy 
campaigns of 1898 and 1900.  Many of his actions led to black voter disenfranchisement, 
intimidation and the Wilmington Race Riot of 1898.  This race riot and subsequent coup d’état 
which was successful in ousting the duly elected office holders, many of whom were African 
Americans with white supremacists.  An unknown number of African Americans were killed and 
larger numbers fled to city or were forced from town.  Terry Sanford was noted for his 
progressive leadership in education and civil rights. He fought to establish the creation of the 
North Carolina Community College system as well as consolidation of the University of North 
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Carolina system.  However, he was unable to shed the state from the grips of racial segregation 
and the brutal Jim Crow system that was pervasive throughout the state.  Jim Hunt work 
tirelessly for the advancement of educational opportunities for the citizens of North Carolina.  He 
also spearheaded many initiatives to promote technology and technology based economic 
development.  On the other hand, he was unable even as a strong supporter of the Equal Rights 
Amendment to guide its approval through the state legislature.  Even with its historical unequal 
treatment of minorities and women, North Carolina was one of the first southern states to elect a 
woman to the chief executive office of Governor.  As a state holding to our nation’s democratic 
values there is an expectation that those who hold appointed or elective office should reflect the 
population at large (Hardy-Fanta, 2007). 
 Dating back to the early 1800s, during the early national period, North Carolina was at 
the center of Jeffersonian democracy and the Jacksonian democracy debates.  These debates, 
while espoused long before the theories of administrative responsibility that we have today, 
proposed, outlined and set the course for bureaucratic representation (Meier, 1975).  President 
Andrew Jackson felt that there was no special training needed to hold a government position and 
the best way to provide staff was by rotation among the citizens through the various jobs (Meier, 
1975).  It is clear that Jackson wanted to move away from the elitist nature of government 
service and return government to the everyday, common person.  Although this common person 
or common man philosophy only extended rights to white males and ignored all other racial, 
ethnic and gender populations in the country.  Even the Jeffersonian framework of democracy 
while it cried out for equality of political opportunity and priority for “planters” and “plain folk,” 




 Given such history in this state, it will be interesting to determine how much of this 
political ideology made it to modern gubernatorial politics.  In addition, concerns for fair and 
equal justice, the impact of public policy decisions and organizational sensitivity to 
disadvantaged groups apply with equal, if not greater, weight to the importance of having a 
representative bureaucracy.   
 Taking a reflective look at how the state has fared almost 40 years after the passage of the 
Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) Act of 1972 should inform current and future Governors 
of North Carolina, if they have been on point in facilitating a representative government, or far 
from any conscionable notion of representativeness.  While selecting an underrepresented group 
member to head a state agency may often be symbolic, such symbols have use.  They can 
provide role models for other group members, lead to societal acceptance of women and 
members of diverse racial and ethnic groups as leaders, speak for their group’s needs in 
policymaking circles, and encourage advancement opportunities for group members in the 
agencies they lead (Hooyman & Kaplan, 1976; Krauss, 1974).  Studies have shown that the 
potential for leaders to be effective in an organization depends not only on their presence in the 
organization, but by their position or rank within the organization or bureaucratic hierarchy 
(Greene, Selden, & Brewer, 2001).  
The Theory of Representative Bureaucracy 
 The theory of representative bureaucracy provides a framework for determining how 
successful a jurisdiction has been at including certain members of its citizenship into its 
governing structure.  Central to the theory of bureaucratic representation is that passive 
representation, which is the extent that a bureaucracy employs members of diverse (social, race, 
ethnic, gender, and economic) backgrounds, leads to active representation, which is the pursuit 
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of interest, activities and desires of the group that they represent (Meier, 1993a; Meier & 
Stewart, 1992).  Important to my research is the level to which women are represented in North 
Carolina state government.  If we are to hold to the theory of representative bureaucracy, which 
suggests that public bodies that are representative of the public they serve will work to ensure 
that all interests are looked after during the policy and decision making process (Meier, 1993a; 
Selden, 1997b; Selden, Brudney, & Kellough, 1998; Keiser, Wilkins, Meier, & Holland, 2002), 
then it is imperative to ensure that women are included in the decision making process as they 
represent 50.7% of the United States general population and 51.1% of the North Carolina 
population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). 
 Much of the research on representative bureaucracy examines what has occurred at the 
federal level, or combines state and local levels of government.  A number of studies examine 
bureaucratic leadership at the state level of government, but they do not concentrate within the 
theoretical framework of representative bureaucracy (Beyle, 1995; Bullard & Wright, 1993; 
Carroll, 1987; Jenks & Wright, 1993).  Two notable exceptions include Rehfuss (1986), who 
examined representativeness of only one state government, California, and Dometrius (1984) 
who examined the representativeness of state agency leaders in 1974 and 1978.   
 My research study expands Rehfuss’s research by examining the leadership of a 
southeastern state’s attempt at achieving representativeness.  Moreover, my research goes a step 
further than Dometrius’s study by focusing on a leadership cohort rarely examined: state agency 
level appointees in a single southern state.  My study begins with Governor Jim Holshouser, who 
ended the good old-boy, all-males club when he appointed Grace Rohrer as the first women to 
serve in a Cabinet post when in 1973 she became the Secretary of what is now known as the 
Department of Cultural Resources.  The next appointments were made by Governor Jim Hunt 
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who was the longest-serving governor in the state’s history, serving four terms.  Hunt was 
viewed as one of the dominant progressive political leaders of his time.  His tenure provided the 
opportunity to make appointments in his second terms (1993–2001) that may not have been 
possible or feasible during his first terms as governor (1977–1985).  He had the unique 
opportunity to make up for any missteps in the appointment process or things left undone during 
his earlier terms. Governor Hunt was involved in efforts to promote technology and technology-
based economic development.  In addition, he was a strong supporter of the Equal Rights 
Amendment (ERA).  Despite his urging the state legislature to approve it, the ERA failed 
ratification by two votes.  It was noted that: 
 Governor Hunt literally changed the face of state government.  He systematically brought 
African Americans, women and young people into leadership positions.  He appointed the first 
black cabinet secretary, the first black North Carolina Supreme Court justice, and the first black 
chief justice.  He patiently and determinedly knocked down racial barriers. “When a growing 
Hispanic population became a hot-button political issue, he was a passionate advocate for 
fairness and opportunity for those immigrants and their children” (Pearce, 2010, p. 7). 
 Hunt was followed in Office by Mike Easley who served from 2001 to 2009.  His 
capstone initiative centered on education reform and his major program was More at Four, an 
innovative academic program for pre-kindergarten children who were identified as being at risk.  
Elected to two terms, he was faced with budget shortfalls, tough economic times and numerous 
natural disasters.  Some of his earliest vetoes concerned legislation related to the appointment of 
unqualified individuals to the various boards and commissions in state government.  While he 
also supported the Equal Rights Amendment, he was seen as more conservative than most North 
Carolina Democrats.  Controversies around his lack of financial disclosure and allegations of 
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favoritism shown to his family, in addition to state and federal investigations, plagued him 
during his term in office (Curliss, 2010). His record of appointments has yet to be analyzed.   
 The election of Beverly “Bev” Eaves Perdue brought North Carolina its first woman 
governor.  Her election and subsequent appointments to various state-level posts provided a case 
of initial impression in determining what level, if any, she has incorporated diversity and 
inclusion into her platform and tenure as governor.  As the first woman governor of North 
Carolina and a seasoned veteran of its legislature, one could opine that she has witnessed 
firsthand the inequalities faced by women (Zernike, 2008).  Appendix A provides a synopsis for 
each of these Governors.  
Purpose Statement 
 This study describes bureaucratic representativeness among the twenty-seven minorities 
and women appointed to lead state level public sector agencies in North Carolina and examines 
the representativeness of agencies they led.  Appendix B provides a list of each appointee.  The 
study examines the bureaucratic representativeness of North Carolina state government, using 
measures of representativeness to determine the extent to which underrepresented populations 
have been appointed to leadership positions by each of the three governors who have held office 
from 1973 to 2012.  This study includes a comparison and analysis of the state population to the 
total workforce of each of the agencies of the appointed leader to measure the overall 
representativeness of the agency.  Analysis is performed to determine what impact, if any, the 
appointed leader had on making the organization more or less representative of the population of 
North Carolina.  Also, the study offers an analysis of all minority and women leaders who have 
been appointed to policy-making positions in North Carolina state government by gender, race 




 This study was designed to answer the following quantitative questions: 
1. What are the ascribed characteristics of state bureaucratic agency leaders in 
underrepresented populations from 1973 to 2012 in North Carolina with specific attention 
to gender, race and ethnicity? 
2. What are the gender, race and ethnic profiles of those hired into upper-level positions in 
the various agencies by the appointees? 
3. Using the Representative Bureaucracy Ratios developed by Riccucci and Saidel (1997), 
to what extent are underrepresented populations (e.g. race and women) from 1973 to 
2012 represented in state bureaucratic appointed positions in North Carolina? 
Definition of Terms 
 The following terms are defined for the purposes of this study; others are defined as they 
appear in the literature and those sources are cited. 
 Affirmative Action—Policies that take factors including “race, color, religion, gender, 
sexual orientation or national origin” into consideration in order to benefit the underrepresented 
group, usually as a means to counter the effect of a history of discrimination (Executive Order 
10925—Affirmative Action, 1961 and Executive Order 11246—Equal Employment 
Opportunity, 1965). 
 Agency—Any department, division or office established in North Carolina by the 
Executive Organization Act of 1971 or subsequent legislation.  For the purpose of this study 
these agencies are also referred to a cabinet level and state level public sector agencies 
 Diversity—The dimensions of diversity include but are not limited to: age, gender, race, 
sexual orientation, religious beliefs, work experience, ethnicity, physical abilities/qualities, 
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educational background, geographic locations, income, marital status, military experience, 
parental status and job classification (Parvis, 2003). 
 Head of Agency—Secretary or Director who is appointed by the governor and occupies 
the highest administrative position in an agency. For the purpose of this study the terms cabinet 
level leader, state bureaucratic leader and underrepresented state bureaucratic leaders will also be 
used to define this position. 
 Minority—For the purpose of this study a minority refers to the following racial or 
ethnic groups: African American or Black (non-Hispanic); Hispanic (Mexican, Puerto Rican, 
Cuban, Central or Southern American, other Spanish origin regardless of race); Asian (including 
Pacific Islander); American Indian (including Alaskan native); and Women (of all races). 
 Standard Occupational Classification (SOC)—System for classifying all occupations 
in the U.S. economy including state government to organize occupational data.  A worker is 
assigned a SOC occupation code based on the work they perform.  For the purpose of this study 
the SOC categories of Officials and Administrators, Professionals, and Management Related 
positions in North Carolina state government are analyzed. 
Significance 
 This study holds significance for the practice of public administration, leadership, and 
public policy because it adds to and expands the body of research on representative bureaucracy.  
In the public administration arena, research such as mine which is performed at the state level for 
a specific state, may yield findings that encourage other researchers to undertake similar studies.  
Those studies should detail demographics and provide a profile of who is selected for top level 
appointed leadership positions in a any state.  My study utilizes models to calculate 
representativeness that facilitate the examination of a cohort (political appointees) that is often 
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excluded from the representative bureaucracy discussion.  In addition, my study examines the 
importance for organizations to incorporate diversity into their daily operations. 
 The study’s findings may be significant for the practice of leadership as it may provide a 
stimulus for future governors in the appointment of diverse leaders to top positions in 
government, as well as provide an objective framework to measure the representativeness of 
their appointments.  It is anticipated that the findings may yield a more robust understanding of 
the barriers faced by underrepresented groups as they actively or passively seek appointments in 
state government.   
 Public policy on open government, transparency, and inclusiveness should be informed 
by the results of the study that demonstrate whether the state’s bureaucracy is a portrait of the 
population who are served by government.  Lastly, the study can provide a call to action for state 
run programs to develop mechanisms for further appointment and participation of people of 
color, women, the disabled and any other underrepresented groups to provide diverse thinking 
and action for the enhancement of society. 
Delimitations 
 This research focuses solely on state level appointees and upper level of management in 
cabinet agencies in North Carolina.  Generalizations will not be applicable for agencies in which 
the top agency leadership is elected by the voters of the state, nor will generalizations be made 
about appointees in other State bureaucratic frameworks, like the community college and 
university systems.  Second, while this study addresses the bureaucratic representativeness of 
appointees in North Carolina, more work is needed to produce a complete theoretical framework 
on bureaucratic representation across both appointed and elected agency leadership in the state.  
Third, while this study looks closely at the characteristics of the appointees, the study does not 
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seek to measure the loyalty of the political appointee to the appointing body or their loyalty to 
the racial, ethnic or gender group represented by the appointee.  Finally, the lack of detailed 
demographic data (i.e., gender, race, and ethnicity) available from the United States Census in 
earlier years of this study limited the comparative analysis across all of the years in the study.   
Organization of the Study 
 Chapter one has provided a statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, research 
questions, definition of terms, significance, delimitations and organization of the study.  The 
second chapter presents a review of the literature and provides the theoretical framework used to 
guide the study.  Chapter three describes the methodology, including the research design and the 
process of data collection and analysis.  The fourth chapter reports on the results of the data 
analysis and the final chapter includes a discussion on the findings, implications for practice, 




A Theoretical Framework for Examining Bureaucratic Representativeness  
 This study describes the bureaucratic representation among appointed leaders in state 
level public sector agencies in North Carolina to determine the representativeness of the agencies 
they lead.  Diversity and inclusion play a significant role in organizations, so much so that 
having diversity on senior management teams has shown to be one of the best indicators of the 
organization’s commitment to diversity (Schwartz, Weinberg, Hagenbuch, & Scott, 2011).  
Diversity is of such importance in North Carolina state government that diversity and inclusion 
are strategic imperatives of the North Carolina Office of State Personnel.  One of the tenets of 
the Office’s Diversity Commitment plan is to assist state agencies to achieve diversity that 
reflects the population of the state of North Carolina.  This diversity should be achieved at all 
employment levels and specifically in policy-making positions (NC Office of State Personnel, 
2010).  My study examines bureaucratic representativeness of North Carolina state government 
through a comparison and analysis of the state population and the make-up of members of 
cabinet level agencies who were appointed by five different governors during a thirty-nine year 
period.  The study includes a comparison and analysis of the state population compared to the 
total workforce of each of the agencies of the appointed leader, to measure the overall 
representativeness of the agency.  The second part of the analysis determines what impact, if any, 
the appointed leaders had on making the organization more or less representative of the 
population of North Carolina, and whether the leaders took a passive or active leadership role in 
their organization.  The study offers a breakdown of minority and women leaders who have been 
appointed to cabinet level positions in North Carolina state government by gender, race and 
ethnicity from 1973 and 2012.   
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 Six bodies of literature were relevant to form the conceptual framework that undergirds 
this research.  The first body of scholarship examines the early origins of the theory of 
bureaucratic representation.  My review of this body of work focuses on the philosophical 
thinking of Thomas Jefferson and Andrew Jackson, the works of J. Donald Kingsley, Frederick 
C. Mosher and Samuel Krislov.  The next bodies of scholarship examined focus on passive 
representation, and active representation.  The relationship between passive and active 
representation is discussed next.  The literature on race, ethnicity and gender is explored for its 
contribution to the body of knowledge on bureaucratic representation. Finally, a sixth body of 
scholarship addresses my research base which is formed on three models of representativeness: 
the traditional baseline measure, the stratification measure, and the aggregate measure.   
Bureaucratic Representation 
 The theory of representative bureaucracy has been a part of the fabric of government 
administration since the Jeffersonian and Jacksonian periods in the United States.  President 
Andrew Jackson, a claimed son of North Carolina opined in his first inaugural address that any 
position in the government was so easily mastered that no training was needed and rotation was 
the best possible means of insuring responsibility.  Jackson’s intent clearly was to move away 
from the elitist nature of the national policy-making positions that characterized the earlier 
administrations, and admit Western frontiersman (if not the lower classes) to the administration 
apparatus (Meier, 1975).  When politicians and government administrators became concerned 
about abuse of power, representative bureaucracy was added to the other theories of external 
democratic controls, theories such as separating politics from administration (Wilson, 1887), 
professionalism (Simon, 1957), and acceptance of the “fellowship of science” (Friedrich, 1940).   
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 It was not until the mid-1940s that social scientists started to pay close attention to the 
concept of a representative bureaucracy.  The early work of Kingsley (1944) has universally 
been given credit for initiating evolution of the concept, and up to the present time representative 
bureaucracy has been interpreted in many distinct, but related ways (Rosenbloom & 
Featherstonhaugh, 1977).  Kingsley proclaimed that administrative arrangements should always 
reflect the character of the social structure of the nation, that is, bureaucracy should represent the 
dominant class in society.  Kingsley’s study of the British Civil Service concluded that the 
government can have values, a culture, and even an overall outlook on how things in the society 
should be run and handled. The study found that leaders in the civil service represented the 
middle and upper classes, and were educated according to a traditional pattern of the ruling class 
(Kingsley, 1944).   
 Kingsley’s seminal research addressed another central matter: equal opportunity for all to 
obtain positions in the civil service.  He became focused on the overt legal and outright social 
discrimination against women which, he argued denied the state the benefit of the full 
participation in government. In his final conclusion, Kingsley (1944) states that for, 
“bureaucracies to be democratic, they must be representative of the groups they serve” (p. 305). 
 When the nature of the conversation switched to the need for internal controls on the 
behavior of administrative officials and the need for bureaucrats to be motivated by democratic 
values, David Levatin (1946) proposed representative bureaucracy as an alternative in the United 
States.  But it was Paul Van Riper who extended the argument in his History of the United States 
Civil Service.  He posited that over time the bureaucracy of the United States had been 
responsive to the democracy that it served. He further defined representative bureaucracy as, 
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One in which there is minimal distinction between the bureaucrats as a group and the 
community.  To be representative a bureaucracy must (1) consist of a reasonable cross-
section of the body politic in terms of occupation, class, geography, and the like, and (2) 
must be in general tune with the ethos and attitudes of the society of which it is part. (Van 
Riper, 1958, p. 552) 
 Van Riper was the first to include values and social characteristics as components.  Also 
noting that in addition to responsiveness, the bureaucracy must offer other benefits; promote 
upward mobility on the part of minorities and symbolize the open competition aspects of the 
democracy.   
 A clearer analytical focus to bureaucratic representation was provided by Frederick C. 
Mosher.  Mosher (1968) provided a comprehensive analysis of representative bureaucracy 
contending that the administrative decisions are a function of administrative capabilities, 
orientations, and values, which in turn depend on the bureaucrat’s background, training, and 
current associations.  Mosher was one of the first researchers to identify that representativeness 
could be either active or passive.  He argued that passive (or sociological) representation occurs 
when an organization includes individuals from specified groups such as racial or ethnic 
minorities and women, within its ranks.  Thus, a bureaucracy is passively representative to the 
extent that it employs minorities and women proportionate to their share of the population, or at 
least proportionate to those parts of the population with qualifications requisite for employment. 
 Mosher (1968) next described active (or responsible) representation as exemplified by a 
bureaucrat who “presses the interest as desires of those whom he is presumed to represent” (p. 
14).  He posits that the bureaucrat who identifies with a particular group will work to make sure 
that the interests of the group are met.  Further, the sharing of core values, attitudes and beliefs 
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between the bureaucrat and the group will ensure active representation of the group by the 
bureaucrat.  Thus, the views that they hold and the lens through which they view society are 
shaped by the common experiences and socialization with certain racial, ethnic and gender 
identities.  Mosher looks at representative bureaucracy in a comprehensive manner and lays the 
groundwork for those theorists who come after him. 
 Finally, the work of Samuel Krislov (1974) further develops the framework of 
representative bureaucracy with five points. The first posits that passive representation in 
government is closely tied to the people, especially when government looks to the people to 
support its programs and initiatives.  One of the easiest ways for government to gain buy in from 
the people is to encourage representatives from a wide segment of society conveying the policy 
or initiative.  Second, government does not have to be perfect with regards to passive and active 
representation; it merely has to have made the “best effort or attempt to be representative” (p. 
14).  In his third point Krislov argued that bureaucracy needed to be flexible, allowing the 
leaders to be themselves at work, allowing them to exercise their “human potentialities” (p. 81).  
His fourth point focused on the power that public bureaucracies have in serving as models to the 
private sector in the area of passive representation.  If the public sector employed women and 
other underrepresented groups in significant numbers, it may catch the attention of private sector 
organizations to do the same.  This higher level of inclusiveness could work towards eliminating 
some of the employment inequities in society at large.  His final point places a normative value 
on the affects that representation may have on other institutions in society.  When governments 
take the lead in being representative it may counteract the underrepresentativeness of other 




 The passive (or sociological) meaning of representation concerns the sources of origin of 
individuals and the degree to which, collectively, they mirror the total society. It may be 
statistically measured in terms, for example, locality and nature of origin (rural, urban, suburban, 
etc.), previous occupation, parent’s occupation, education, family income, family social class, 
race and religion.  A public service, and more specifically the leadership personnel of a public 
service, which is broadly representative of all categories of the population in these respects may 
be thought of as satisfying Lincoln’s prescription of government “by the people” in a limited 
sense (Mosher, 1968). 
 Mosher later qualified his remarks to explain that we do not know much, in fact we know 
little about the relationship between a person’s background and their socialization before 
employment and their behavior once in office.  He articulated that a representative bureaucracy 
had additional values that included equality of opportunity, open service, participatory 
management and social mobility.  In addition, Riccucci and Saidel (1997) argue that “Mosher is 
credited with further explicating the theory of representative bureaucracy by differentiating 
between passive and active representation” (p. 424). 
 Scholars have looked directly at the extent to which passive representation occurs, the 
determinants of that representation across government departments and agencies, and the real 
and perceived benefits of that representation (Cayer & Sigelman, 1980; Cornwell & Kellough, 
1994; Dolan, 2000, 2002; Goode & Baldwin, 2005; Hsieh & Winslow, 2006; Kellough & Elliott, 
1992; Kelly & Newman, 2001; Krislov, 1974; Lewis, 1988; Llorens, Wenger & Kellough, 2008; 
Naff & Crum, 2000; Riccucci, 2009; Riccucci & Saidel, 1997; Theobald & Haider-Markel, 
2008; Thielemann & Stewart, 1996).  Studies have also linked the passive representation of 
24 
 
persons in administrative positions to their active representation in policy outcomes (Meier & 
Nicholson-Crotty, 2006), and a small number of studies have found a nexus between a women’s 
passive representation and corresponding gendered policy decisions (Hindera, 1993; Meier & 
Nicholson-Crotty, 2006; Selden, 1997a). 
Active Representation 
 Post Mosher, scholars examined the importance of active bureaucratic representation 
through investigating specific types of bureaucracies, (i.e. schools, courts, policing and 
corrections system), the ability to test the relationship between workforce demography, and 
government outcomes (Bradbury & Kellough, 2011).  Some of the early research that 
empirically tested active representation was done in the in U.S public school districts.  A study of 
all school districts of at least 15,000 students and at least 1% African American enrollment found 
that African American students were placed in lower ability tracks and disciplined at rates that 
were disproportionate and unequal to other groups of students.  But as numbers of African 
American teachers increased in these districts the rates at which the students suffered these 
inequities decreased (Meier, 1993b). 
 Bradbury and Kellough (2011) sought to determine if a public workforce representative 
of the people in terms of gender, ethnicity and race helped to ensure that the interest of the 
groups were represented in the decision making process.  Their study looked at three public 
bureaucracies: the police, courts and corrections.  Based on over 3,000 distinct encounters 
between individual police officers and criminal suspects in Indianapolis, Indiana, and St. 
Petersburg, Florida, the researchers found that African American officers were more likely than 
white officers to conduct supportive activities in African American neighborhoods.  Conducting 
supportive activities with the community is congruent with the identity that shows concern about 
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the community, over the law enforcement identity that employs less community oriented 
enforcement techniques and functions (e.g., using force, arresting, and maintaining order).  Two 
studies that evidence the active bureaucratic representation of African American judges found 
that these judges actively represent the African American interest, and appear to be doing so 
while still working to ensure fairness within the criminal justice system.  
 Corrections systems have been studied less than the other two public institutions.  
However, the two studies that examined active representation used as their focus the attitudes of 
corrections officers toward inmates.  The first found that non-Caucasian correction officers had 
the ability to identify with inmates of similar or common backgrounds and social experiences.  In 
the second, it was found the African American corrections staff who worked in the juvenile 
justice system were empathetic towards the inmates in their charge.  These inmates in the facility 
were disproportionately African American (Bradbury & Kellough, 2011).  Each of these studies 
reinforced the theory of active bureaucratic representation.  In each case the public servants 
could identify with the constituency that they were charged with serving because of some 
gender, race, or social common denominator in their respective backgrounds.   
Relationship between Passive and Active Representation 
 The connection and relationship between the two types of representation, passive and 
active, has been empirically investigated by only a small number of researchers (Hindera, 1993; 
Hindera & Young, 1998; Keiser et al., 2002; Meier, 1993b; Meier & Nicholson-Crotty, 2006; 
Meier & Stewart, 1992). The research of Hindera and Young (1998) found that representation 
varies according to the proportion of a social group employed within an organization.  The belief 
was that African American and whites were more sensitive to charges filed by African American 
employees, when African Americans constituted a plurality of the investigative staff in Equal 
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Opportunity Commission (EEOC) district offices.  Their findings were validated when it was 
confirmed that numerical representation within an organization affected the administrator’s 
willingness to advocate for issues of concern to her or his social group.  Further, this research 
found that numerical representation in an organization affects the public administrator’s 
willingness to fight and advocate for the issues of concern to their social constituent group 
(Dolan, 2000). 
 While the theory of representativeness begins by recognizing the realities of politics, it 
strongly suggests that when bureaucrats exercise discretionary authority, their decisions are a 
function, in part, of the attitudes, values and beliefs they have formed on the basis of their social 
backgrounds (Krislov & Rosenbloom, 1981; Meire, 1993b; Saltzstein, 1979).  Put in other terms, 
passive representation is expected to lead to active representation.   
 The presence of members belonging to underrepresented groups in decision-making 
positions (passive representation) that lead to positive outcomes for other members of the same 
group was shown in a study of the Farmers Home Administration Rural Housing Loan Program 
within the United States Department of Agriculture.  A study of the practices of the loan agency 
showed that in districts in which the county supervisors were African American, a higher 
percentage of loans were provided to African American applicants.  Similar results were found 
for Hispanics and Asian Americans (Selden, 1997a).  
Race, Ethnicity, and Gender 
 The theory of representative bureaucracy has been used in research on the state, local, 
and the federal government levels (Cayer & Sigelman, 1980; Dolan, 2000; Gallas, 1985; Hindera 
& Young, 1998), in studies detailing varying facets of the concept, such as ethnicity, race, 
gender, programs and policies.  Landmark legislation in the form of the Equal Employment 
27 
 
Opportunity (EEO) Act of 1972 instituted the prohibition against discrimination in hiring, 
promotions, firing and compensating employees at the federal, state and local level.  The passage 
of this legislation provided for the first ever analysis and examination of workforce data to 
determine if any gains had been realized in hiring and compensation of women and members of 
other underrepresented groups during the three-year period immediately following the enactment 
of the EEO Act (Cayer & Sigelman, 1980).  
 For the first time data collected directly from the various state and local governments 
utilizing the Equal Employment Opportunity’s “EEO-4” reporting system provided this early 
mechanism to assess the impact of this legislation.  Cayer and Sigelman (1980) found that while 
only a short three-year span after the passage of the legislation, white women and black males 
had made gains in public employment at the state and local level, while white males employed in 
the same public sectors decreased by a small proportion.  While these gains were notable they 
were still not reflective of a totally representative workforce (Cayer & Sigelman, 1980).  This 
research provided the first hopes that legislation and policy were starting to take hold in practice. 
 Gallas (1985) reported that at the heart of representativeness was one of the earliest of 
these policies, the United States Civil Service Act of 1978, which worked to introduce merit-
based hiring principles and practices to produce a workforce that was reflective of the country’s 
diverse population.  The principles of the merit system required affirmative steps be taken to 
provide those groups who had been systemically and historically excluded from employment—
women, African Americans, Hispanics, Asian, and American Indians—an opportunity for full 
participation in all levels and types of positions in federal, state and local government.  Gallas’s 
work concluded that these policies would bring about a representative workforce and that this 
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representativeness would be conceived as a social contract that encouraged full diversity of the 
workforce for those who could be recruited to pursue a career in public service. 
 Once researchers and policy-makers recognized that women were entering the workforce 
in higher numbers, the research on gender and gender consciousness began to evolve.  A more 
robust methodology to measure gender representation and gender consciousness was advanced 
by Dolan (2000, 2002).  Her research drew heavily upon the work of Selden (1997b) to develop 
measures that assessed consciousness of female and male policy-makers, and the findings of her 
research worked to develop the methodology to connect the attitudes of policy-makers to the 
actions and behaviors (Dolan, 2009).  In addition to research on gender consciousness, 
researchers sought to determine if legislation and policy were the only factors that lead to the 
representation of underrepresented groups in state bureaucracies (Llorens et al., 2008).  Their 
research based of women and underrepresented populations in state level civil service system 
over a period of fifteen years from 1987 to 2002 proved significant for multiple reasons. First, 
the data used was from a source known as the Current Population Survey.  This survey is 
generated and used by the United States Bureau of Labor to determine unemployment rates by 
measuring on a monthly basis approximately 60,000 households, using a stratified sample.  The 
survey also obtains key characteristics such as age, race, gender, education levels, occupation 
and income (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2006).  Second, by utilizing a labor statistics based 
system, previous and current income and employment data for individuals could easily be 
compared. Such data provided an analysis of not only representation, but employment rates as 
well as determination if the public sector employee had ever held private sector employment, and 
the wage practices in the public and private sectors.  The study’s findings showed that nationally 
during this period, women moved to public sector positions at such an increased rate that there 
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were now some patterns of overrepresentation in many state systems.  African American 
representation rates varied from underrepresentation in some states to over-representation in 
others, and more startling was the fact that Latinos were underrepresented across all public sector 
systems.  Moreover, the study articulated for the first time, one of the possible reasons that 
members of underrepresented groups and women seek public sector employment, and that is 
because of wage discrimination in the private sector (Llorens et al., 2008). 
Models of Representation 
 The final body of scholarship that informs this study is ratio analysis using three models 
of representativeness to determine the total representativeness of North Carolina state 
government.  These three models are (a) traditional baseline measure, (b) stratification measure, 
and (c) aggregate measure.  Applying each of these models of representativeness developed by 
Norma Riccucci and Judith Saidel (1997) for their study of representativeness, my research 
computes for North Carolina a comprehensive picture of representative bureaucracy.  These 
three models further defined are: (a) a traditional baseline measure in which a groups percentage 
of the government workforce is divided by the groups percentage of the population; (b) a 
stratification measure in which groups percentage of upper-level appointments divided by the 
groups percentage of the population; and (c) an aggregate measure in which the traditional 
baseline measure and the stratification measure are added together and then divided by 2.  The 
measures used to calculate the representativeness ratios are illustrated in Figure 1.   
  
1. Traditional Baseline Measure 2. Stratification Measure 
A group’s % of the state government workforce A group’s % of the upper-level appointments  
(divided by) A group’s % of the state’s population (divided by) A group’s % of the state’s population 
 
3. An Aggregate Measure 
  
                    A group’s % of the gov’t workforce                  +                 A group’s % of upper-level appointments 
A group’s % of the population        A group’s % of the population 
2 
 
Figure 1. Representative bureaucracy ratios. 
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 The traditional baseline measure of passive representative bureaucracy compares a 
group’s percentage of the state’s government workforce with the group’s percentage of the total 
state’s population.  This ratio is a baseline measure of the representativeness of government 
employees in North Carolina (Riccucci & Saidel, 1997). 
 The stratification measure is a ratio that examines the group’s percentage of upper level 
appointments as a proportion of the group’s percentage of the total population.  This ratio 
addresses the key issue in the passive representative bureaucracy debate, specifically at the top or 
positional leadership level in terms of demographic characteristics and to determine what extent 
North Carolina’s bureaucratic leaders are representative of the state’s population (Riccucci & 
Saidel, 1997). 
 The third measure in this framework is an aggregate measure.  This measure averages 
the comparisons of a group’s percentage of the total government workforce with the group’s 
percentage of the total population (ratio #1), and a group’s percentage of upper level 
appointments with the group’s percentage of the total population (ratio #2) by integrating top-
echelon appointees into the measure.  The new ratio summarizes the representativeness of an 
entire bureaucratic system and permits comparison across systems.  Analyzed together, the three 
ratios provide a more accurate and inclusive assessment of the representativeness of state-level 
(North Carolina) bureaucracies from top to bottom. 
Conclusion 
Overall, it is reasonable for scholars to conclude that the presence of members from 
similar race, ethnic, gender, and social backgrounds within bureaucratic agency settings may 
have an effect on the outcome of the encounter or situation that is consistent with the interest of 
the members of the group (Meier, 1993a; Bradbury & Kellough, 2011).  There has also been 
31 
 
adequate research that explores bureaucratic representation, its origins and classifications 
(Kingsley, 1944; Krislov, 1974; Mosher 1968; Van Riper, 1958).  A study has also been 
performed at the state level, but for California only, and that study compared state and federal 
workers to determine representativeness (Rehfuss, 1986).  Researchers have not focused on the 
representativeness of gubernatorial appointments in state agencies specific to a particular state to 
determine the measure of passive representation for that state.  A majority of studies have been 
completed at the national level across state governments.  Missing from this scholarship is a 
detailed state level analysis of a single jurisdiction across multiple gubernatorial administrations.  
My research fills that gap by presenting a comprehensive analysis of the representation of 
members of underrepresented groups and women in North Carolina state government over five 
gubernatorial administrations.  Additionally, this research closes the gap by focusing exclusively 




An Approach to Scholarship on Representativeness of Underrepresented Groups and 
Women in The Old North State 
 This chapter sets out the methodology and research design used to complete this study.  It 
describes the sample used, the data collection, and the data analysis procedures used in the study. 
 This study describes bureaucratic representativeness among the twenty-seven  minorities 
and women appointed to lead state level public sector agencies in North Carolina (appointees), to 
get a clear picture on the number of members of underrepresented groups and women who 
worked in the agencies that were led by the appointees (see Table 1).  Table 1 describes the 
appointing governor and their tenure in office, the name of the person who was appointed by the 
respective governor, the years the appointee was the leader of that agency and the name of the 
agency. 
The study examines the bureaucratic representativeness of North Carolina state 
government over a roughly 39-year period using measures of representativeness to determine the 
extent to which members of underrepresented populations have been appointed to leadership 
positions by each of the five governors who have held office from 1973 to 2012. The relative 
effectiveness of a person within an organization can be measured not only by their presence but 
also by the position and rank that they hold within the bureaucratic hierarchy (Greene et al., 
2001). The study also compares and analyzes representativeness by comparing the population 
ratios in North Carolina to the total workforce of each of the agencies of the appointed leader.  
The representativeness of each agency appointed leader is examined using three measures of 
representativeness developed by Riccucci and Saidel (1997).  This analysis is performed to 
determine what impact, if any, the appointed leader had on making the organization more or less 
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representative of the population of North Carolina, and to determine if the three representative 
bureaucracy ratio measures-traditional baseline measure, stratification measure, and aggregate 
measure-can be generalized when used with a specific state’s population and workforce.  Gall, 
Gall, and Borg (2007) opined that the generalization of research findings may not always be a 
sound practice.  However, the majority of quantitative researchers agree that research findings 
can be generalized from the experimentally accessible population for subjects of a particular 
setting.   
Finally, my study offers a biographical synopsis of minority leaders who have been 
appointed to executive-making positions in North Carolina state government by gender, race and 
ethnicity from 1973 to 2012.  This complete biographical synopsis does not exist in any 
publication to date for this important group of trailblazers and leaders. 
Quantitative Questions 
 The study employs a quantitative methods research design and is designed to answer the 
following questions: 
1. What are the ascribed characteristics of state bureaucratic agency leaders in 
underrepresented populations from 1973 to 2012 in North Carolina with specific attention 
to gender, race and ethnicity? 
2. What are the gender, race and ethnic profiles of those hired into upper-level positions in 
the various agencies by the appointees? 
3. Using the Representative Bureaucracy Ratios developed by Riccucci and Saidel (1997), 
to what extent are members of underrepresented populations (e.g., race and women) from 




A descriptive analysis is used to develop a profile of the twenty-seven individuals (e.g. 
race, ethnicity and gender) who fit this category.  The study employs comparative analysis 
linking the appointees and the staff members that held upper-level positions in their respective 
agencies.  The comparative analysis part of this study compares the appointees and those who 
were hired in upper-level positions within the agencies that the appointee led.  Comparative 
studies have been classified as “studies that compare two or more groups on a variable” 
(McMillan, 2004).  In this instance the two groups are compared on the variables of race, 
ethnicity, and gender to determine if there are any similarities between the appointed leader and 
upper-level staff.  This type of comparison becomes the basis of any discussion on passive 
representation in North Carolina state government.  Researchers have looked directly at the 
extent to which passive representation occurs, the determinants of that representation across 
government departments and agencies, and the real and perceived benefits of that representation 
(e.g., Cayer & Sigelman. 1980; Cornwell & Kellough, 1994; Dolan, 2000, 2002; Goode & 
Baldwin, 2005; Hsieh & Winslow, 2006; Kellough & Elliott, 1992; Kelly & Newman, 2001; 
Krislov, 1974; Lewis, 1988; Llorens, Wenger & Kellough, 2008; Naff & Crum, 2000; Riccucci, 
2009; Riccucci & Saidel, 1997; Theobald & Haider-Markel, 2008; Thielemann & Stewart, 
1996).   
During the third part of this study a ratio analysis is performed using three models of 
representativeness to determine the total representativeness of North Carolina state government 
(Riccucci & Saidel, 1997).  These three models are (a) traditional baseline measure; (b) 
stratification measure; and (c) aggregate measure.  The sequential stages of the research design 
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of this study are depicted in Figure 2.  Arrows are used to describe the sequence in which the 
data will be collected and analyzed. 
 
 
Figure 2. Quantitative research stages. 
Study Sample 
 The study sample used in section one and two of this analysis consist of the twenty-seven 
members of underrepresented groups who were appointed between 1973 and 2012.  Part three of 
this phase utilizes state level aggregate personnel data from cabinet level agencies and state level 
population data. These data are obtained from the NC Office of State Personnel and the U.S. 
Census. The study sample for section three of this analysis consist of a percentage of workers in 
the state’s workforce and a percentage of the state’s workforce who serve in upper-level level 
positions in the agencies chosen for this study.  
Table 1 provides those members of underrepresented groups who were appointed to 
cabinet level leadership positions in North Carolina from 1973 to 2012.  These agencies were led 

































Minorities and Women Appointed to Cabinet Level Leadership Positions in North Carolina 1973–2012 
Governor Years In Office 





James E. Holshouser, Jr. 
(R) 
1973 – 1977 Grace J. Rohrer 1973 – 1977 Dept. of Cultural Resources 
James B. Hunt, Jr. 
(D) 
 






Howard N. Lee 
 
 
Sara W. Hodgkins 
 
Sara T. Morrow 
 
Jane S. Patterson 
 
1977 – 1981 
 
 
1977 – 1985 
 
1977 – 1985 
 
1979 – 1980 
 
Dept. of Natural Resources & Community Development 
 
Dept. of Cultural Resources 
 
Dept. of Health and Human Services 
 
 
Dept. of Administration (Acting) 
 
 





Jane S. Patterson 
 
Lucy H. Bode 
 




Dept. of Administration 
 
Dept. of Health and Human Services 
 
James G. Martin 
(R) 




Grace J. Rohrer 
 




Patric G. Dorsey 
 
1985 – 1987 
 
1985 – 1990 
 
1985 - 1992 
 
1985 – 1993 
Dept. of Administration 
 
Dept. of Revenue 
 
Dept. of Correction 
 
Dept. of Cultural Resources 
 





Betsy Y. Justice 
 
Estell C. Lee 
 
1990 – 1992 
 
1990 - 1993 
 
Dept. of Revenue 
 










Governor Years In Office 





James B. Hunt, Jr. 
(D) 
















Katie G. Dorsett 
 
Betty R. McCain 
 












Dept. of Correction 
 
Dept. of Crime Control & Public Safety 
 
Dept. of Revenue 
 
Dept. of Administration 
 
Dept. of Cultural Resources 
 
Dept. of Revenue 
Michael F. Easley 
(D) 










Gwynn T. Swinson 
 




Lisbeth C. Evans 
 










Dept. of Administration 
 
Dept. Of Health and Human Services 
 
Dept. of Correction 
 
Dept. of Cultural Resources 
 
Dept. of Crime Control &  Public Safety 
Beverly E. Perdue 
(D) 
2009 – 2012 Kenneth Lay 
 
Moses Carey, Jr. 
 
Alvin M. Keller 
 
Reuben F. Young 
 














Dept. of Revenue 
 
Dept. of Administration 
 
Dept. of Correction 
 
Dept. of Crime & Control Public Safety 
 
Dept. of Revenue 
 
Dept. of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
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It is important to note that in 1985, Lucy H. Bode served as Secretary of the Department 
of Health and Human Services for six days during the transitional of administrations from 
Governor James B. Hunt Jr. to James G. Martin.  Also, in 2012, the Departments of Correction, 
Crime Control and Public Safety and Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention were 
consolidated into one agency and named the Department of Public Safety.  Two of the three 
Secretaries (Alvin Keller from the Department of Correction) and (Linda Hayes from the 
Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention) were given other nonexecutive 
level positions in state government.  The remaining person Rueben Young an African American 
male became the Secretary for the newly consolidated Department of Public Safety.  Appendix C 
provides a description of each agency. 
The agencies included in this analysis are: 
 Department of Administration 
 Department of Commerce 
 Department of Correction 
 Department of Crime Control and Public Safety 
 Department of Cultural Resources 
 Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
 Department of Health and Human Resources 
 Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
 Department of Revenue 
Data Collection 
The secondary data in the quantitative phase of this study was collected from the North 
Carolina Office of State Personnel and the North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources 
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State Archives.  Secondary data is classified as second hand is usually edited and in many cases 
has been previously interpreted.  These data are collected from numerous sources and can 
contain authoritative analysis and commentary (Pierce, 2008).  The North Carolina Office of 
State Personnel maintains a state-wide database on all public sector state employees as well as 
archived copies of all statistical reports and other studies on state employees.  Correspondence 
requesting access to the reports and data was sent and approved from the Office of State 
Personnel.  While this data is public information, a formal request was made of the state agency 
that has responsibility for its maintenance and security.  In addition, aggregate state level data is 
available on each department (state agency) in North Carolina state government on the Office of 
State Personnel’s website.  A formal request is made in order to gain access to archived data and 
information from years 1973 to 2012.  Some agency level data from 2008 to 2010 is available 
and accessible via the North Carolina government portal and reports.  The portal is on the World 
Wide Web and provides access to public information about North Carolina state government.   
Data is initially collected at the hiring agency from the state employment application 
where all pertinent demographic information is entered into the PMIS database and most recently 
into a new employee information system called BEACON.  These databases contain the exact 
variables that are used in this study.  The data is later cross-referenced for accuracy with the 
agency hiring report. Once submitted to the Office of State Personnel the data is coded and 
analyzed for state reporting purposes and available in aggregate form to all state agency 
personnel or upon public request.  The state personnel application, reporting forms and the PMIS 
database had been in use in North Carolina for over 30 years.  In 2008 the state of North Carolina 
moved to a new employee information system mention earlier called BEACON. 
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Population data on North Carolina residents was obtained from the United States Census 
Bureau. This data is available without special request from the administrative records of the 
bureau provided on their website.  
Data Analysis 
The quantitative data analysis for this study has three parts.  Part one consists of a 
descriptive statistical analysis of the 27 individuals who were appointed between 1973 and 2012.  
Part two consists of a comparative analysis that focuses on the appointees and the persons who 
they hired to work in the agency.  This analysis is performed in two year intervals beginning with 
the first year that the appointment was made and then every other year until the end of the 
appointees’ tenure.  This methodology is in harmony with how data is collected and reported to 
federal agencies, like the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission and takes into 
consideration time for the administration’s personnel decisions to take affect and make it into a 
state fiscal years reporting cycle.  Part three is a ratio analysis using three models of 
representativeness to determine the total representativeness of North Carolina state government 
(Riccucci & Saidel, 1997). These three models are (a) traditional baseline measure; (b) 
stratification measure; and (c) aggregate measure.  A description of sections one and two of this 
study are in the Figure 3.  The ratio analysis models are found later in the chapter. 
Descriptive statistical analysis of the twenty-seven individuals who have been appointed 
by the various Governors since 1973 to hold executive level positions in the cabinet agencies can 
be found in Chapter 4.  This analysis focuses on the following variables for each of the 
appointees-race, ethnicity, gender, education level, age at appointment, political party affiliation, 
civic, social and fraternal organization affiliation and length of state government service prior to 
appointment.  It is anticipated that this step will yield a comprehensive biographical profile of the 
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Figure 3. Flow of the quantitative descriptive data analysis in Parts 1 and 2. 
Comparative analysis between the agency head (appointee) and those hired by the 
appointee into upper level administrator positions (i.e., Officials and Administrators; 
Professionals; and Management Related positions)  in the various cabinet level agencies that the 
appointees led was completed by using state employee personnel and workforce data from the 
North Carolina Office of State Personnel.  Statistical tabulations and ratio analysis were used to 
analyze members of underrepresented groups who were appointed to cabinet level leadership 
positions and those who were hired by them to serve in upper-level positions, to determine the 
level of bureaucratic representation during their years of service in North Carolina state 
government. 
Each data point is reported in two year intervals beginning in 1973 and proceeding to 
2012.  The inclusion of multiple years enables a determination of the effects that the 
gubernatorial administration had on the state government workforce.  The data set and analysis is 
similar to what many scholars have used to research the state and federal civil service workforce 
(Dolan, 2000; Lewis, 1988; Naff & Crum 2000; Riccucci & Saidel 1997). 
 
Governor’s 












Upper Level Administrators  




Measures-Models of Representativeness 
 A ratio analysis is performed using three models of representativeness to determine the 
total representativeness of North Carolina state government.  By applying these models of 
representativeness, my research computes for North Carolina a comprehensive picture of 
representative bureaucracy.  These three models further defined are: (a) a traditional baseline 
measure in which a groups percentage of the government workforce is divided by the groups 
percentage of the population; (b) a stratification measure in which groups percentage of upper-
level appointments divided by the groups percentage of the population; and (c) an aggregate 
measure in which the traditional baseline measure and the stratification measure are added 
together and then divided by 2. 
Institutional Research Approval 
 All research on human subjects must be approved by the Institutional Review Board 
(IRB) at North Carolina Agricultural and Technical State University prior to initiating the data 
collection process.  One of three review choices must be requested from the IRB depending upon 
the level of risk imposed on the participants as set forth by the regulations for the protection of 
human subjects.  These levels of risk include: Exempt; Expedited Review; and Full Review.  For 
purposes of this study, the Expedited Review interview protocol was submitted and approved by 
the IRB.  The research for this study is performed using secondary data that has previously been 
collected and stored in databases and reports of the North Carolina Office of State Personnel.  





Results and Analysis 
 This chapter will present and explain the data analysis for this study.  The purpose of the 
study was to describe the bureaucratic representation among minorities and women who were 
appointed to cabinet level leader positions in state public sector agencies in North Carolina, and 
examines the representativeness of agencies they led.  The study examines, during a nearly 39 
year period, the bureaucratic representativeness of North Carolina state government using 
measures of representativeness to determine the extent to which underrepresented populations 
have been appointed to leadership positions by each of the five governors who have held office 
from 1973 to 2012.  This study includes a comparison and analysis of the state population to the 
total workforce of each of the agencies of the appointed leader to measure the overall 
representativeness of the agency.  Analysis is performed to determine what impact, if any, the 
appointed leader had on making the organization more or less representative of the population of 
North Carolina.  Also, the study offers a biographical snapshot of all minority and women 
leaders who have been appointed to policy-making positions in North Carolina state government 
by gender, race and ethnicity from 1973 to 2012. 
 This study was designed to answer the following three research questions: 
1. What are the ascribed characteristics of state bureaucratic agency leaders in 
underrepresented populations from 1973 to 2012 in North Carolina with specific attention 
to gender, race and ethnicity? 
2. What are the gender, race and ethnics profiles of those hired into upper-level positions in 
the various agencies by the appointees? 
44 
 
3. Using the Representative Bureaucracy Ratios developed by Riccucci and Saidel (1997), 
to what extent are minorities (e.g. race and women) from 1973 to 2012 represented in 
state bureaucratic appointed positions in North Carolina? 
The analysis of these data is presented in three parts.  In part one, question one is 
presented, followed by the data table describing characteristics of each of the twenty-seven 
appointees.  Part two contains the data analysis for question two. Data for each of the state 
agencies that was led by the appointee is presented in two-year intervals beginning at the first 
year that the leader was appointed until the end of their tenure. The two-year interval is utilized 
to allow time for the appointee to get acquainted with the structure, personnel and nuances of 
hiring staff in state government.  Part three addresses question three and compares and analyzes 
representativeness by using three measures of representativeness (traditional measure, baseline 
measure, stratification measure, and aggregate measure) developed by Riccucci and Saidel 
(1997).  This analysis is performed to determine what impact, if any, the appointed leader had on 
making the organization more or less representative of the population of North Carolina.  
Finally, the study offers a biographical synopsis of minority leaders who have been 
appointed to executive-making positions in North Carolina state government by gender, race and 
ethnicity from 1973 to 2012.  This complete biographical synopsis does not exist in any 
publication to date for this important group of trailblazers and leaders. 
Sample 
The study sample used in part one of this analysis consist of the twenty-seven members 
of underrepresented groups who were appointed between 1973 and 2012.  The sample in Part 
two consists of staff that was hired into upper-level positions in the agencies that were led by the 
appointees.  Part three of this phase utilizes state level aggregate personnel data from cabinet 
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level agencies and state level population data. These data are obtained from the NC Office of 
State Personnel and the U.S. Census. The study sample for part three of this analysis consist of a 
percentage of workers in the state’s workforce and a percentage of the state’s workforce who 
serve in upper-level level positions in the agencies chosen for this study.  
Results of Data Analysis 
Research questions. The results of this study are presented on the basis of the three 
quantitative research questions.  Descriptive statistics were used to examine question one and 
two.  Ratio analyses were used to analyze question three.  A ratio analysis is performed using 
three models of representativeness to determine the total representativeness of North Carolina 
state government (Riccucci & Saidel, 1997). These three models are (a) traditional baseline 
measure; (b) stratification measure; and (c) aggregate measure. 
Research question 1: What are the ascribed characteristics of state bureaucratic agency 
leaders in underrepresented populations from 1973 to 2012 in North Carolina with specific 
attention to gender, race and ethnicity? 
The data in this sample consists of state bureaucratic leaders in underrepresented 
populations from 1973 to 2012 in North Carolina.  Secondary data were collected from the North 
Carolina Office of State Personnel and the North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources 
using the North Carolina Manual and reports from the Office of State Personnel.  There were 
twenty-seven appointees in underrepresented populations who served as head of cabinet level 
agencies in North Carolina between 1973 and 2012.  Data were collected on each of these 
persons.  Demographic or ascribed data was collected on race/ethnicity, gender, highest 
educational level attained, age at appointment, political party affiliation, civic, social and 
fraternal membership and prior state government experience. 
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In the race and ethnic category more Whites were appointed (59%) than African 
Americans (41%).  There have never been any Hispanics, American Indians, Asians or Pacific 
Islanders appointed to lead a state agency in North Carolina.  Females were appointed at a rate of 
double that of males.  Eighteen females (67%) and nine males (33%), all of the males appointed 
were African American, sixteen of the eighteen females were white and the remaining two were 
African American.  All but one of the appointees (96%) had a college degree, with the majority, 
17 (62.9%), holding an advanced degree.  Of the 17, nine had a master’s degree, six had a law 
degree, one had a medical degree and one had a doctorate in education.   
The highest age at appointment was in the 60-69 year old category, which represented 10 
of the 27 appointees or 37%.  At the extreme young and old age outlying categories of 20–29 
years and 70 years or older there were no appointees in these age categories.  The political party 
affiliation of the appointees matched that of their appointing Governor, more Democrats have 
been appointed (74%) than Republicans (26%), but that is mainly because Democrats have 
dominated gubernatorial elections over the past 100 years in North Carolina.  Absolutely no 
Independents or third party representatives have been appointed to executive level positions.  
Membership and participation in civic organizations ranked high with 85% of all appointees 
identified as having membership in a civic organization.  Fifteen percent were members of black 
Greek-letter fraternities and sororities.  Prior state government experience proved important, over 
63% of all of the appointees worked in state government in some capacity before their 






Ascribed Demographic Characteristics of the Sample (N = 27) 




African American 16 (59) 
Hispanic 11 (41) 
American Indian 0 (0) 
Asian 0 (0) 
Pacific Islander 0 (0) 
Multi-national 0 (0) 
  
Gender  
Male (All African American) 9 (33) 
Female (16 White; 2 African American) 18 (67) 
  
Educational Level  
Less than High School 0 (0) 
High School 1 (3.7) 
Associate 1 (3.7) 
Bachelors 8 (29.6) 
Masters 10 (37.0) 
JD 6 (22.2) 
MD 1 (3.7) 
  
Age at Appointment  
Less than 20 years old 0 (0) 
20–29 years old 0 (0) 
30–39 years old 2 (7) 
40–49 years old 8 (30) 
50–59 years old 7 (26) 
60–69 years old 10 (37) 
70 or older 0 (0) 
  
Political Party Affiliation  
Democratic 20 (74) 
Republican  7 (26) 








Characteristics n (%) 
  
Civic, Social, Fraternal organizational affiliation  
Civic Organization 23 (85) 
Masonic organization 0 (0) 
Fraternity or Sorority (3 Fraternity; 1 Sorority) 4 (15) 
  
Prior state government service  
Yes 17 (63) 
No 10 (37) 
  
 
Table 3 provides context and background on the total number of state employees working 
in all government agencies in North Carolina during the gubernatorial administrations.  All 
occupational categories are represented as well as gender and race and ethnic representation.  A 
complete statistical picture of all minorities employed in state government was not available until 
the Easley administration.  Race and ethnic categories prior to this time were collected and 
reported in aggregate.  During this time, members of the workforce who were African 
Americans, Asian-Pacific Islanders, American-Indian and Hispanic where all reported as 
minorities.  While this made data collection and reporting easy, it limits a full analysis of the 
workforce.  Overall, Table 3 indicates that starting with the Holshouser administration the total 
number of state agency employees grew under each governor until reaching a pinnacle during the 
second administration of Governor Hunt.  During this administration each of the four reported 
categories experienced the highest total number of employees ever recorded.  White males 
topped at 28,150 (42.6%), White females numbered 19,229 (29.1), African American males 







Total Agency Workforce for Each Gubernatorial Administration 
Governor Total WM WF BM BF HM HF ASM ASF AIM AIF All Minorities 
             
Holshouser 48,593 25,560 13,606 5,054 4,373 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
%  52.6 28.0 10.4 9.0        
Hunt 1
st
 49,365 24,966 13,653 5,564 4,659 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 348m/175f 
%  50.5 27.6 11.3 9.4       .70m/.35f 
Martin 53,412 26,759 12,979 6,516 7,157 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
%  50.1 24.3 12.2 13.4        
Hunt 2nd 66,080 28,150 19,229 8,524 8,848 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 925m/396f 
%  42.6 29.1 12.9 12.8       1.4m/0.6f 
Easley 64,565 26,242 17,509 8,237 10,583 266 129 269 263 590 259 n/a 
%  40.6 27.1 13.0 16.4 0.4 0.2 0.4 .04 0.9 0.4  
Perdue 66,328 25,730 17,529 8,140 12,213 404 345 484 424 627 323 91 
%  38.8 26.4 12.3 18.4 0.6 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.1 
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Since the Holshouser administration the number of total African American males and 
females has increased over the roughly 40-year period, with the total number of African 
American women almost tripling in number from 4,373 in 1973 to 12,213 in 2012 and doubling 
in percentage of the total agency workforce from 9.0% to 18.4%.  In sharp contrast are 
Hispanics, Asian-Americans and American-Indians who each respectively make up less than one 
percent of the total workforce.  Notably, across the Easley and Perdue administrations, males of 
American Indian descent have seen their numbers of state agency workers increase, but have not 
been able to overcome the one percent threshold. 
Research question 2: What are the gender, race and ethnic profiles of those hired into 
upper-level positions in the various agencies by the appointees? 
The data in this sample comes from statistical reports on staff in upper-level positions in 
the nine agencies that were led by the various appointees from 1973 to 2012.  Staff in upper-level 
positions serve in the occupational categories of Officials and Administrators, Management 
Related, and Professional.  Officials and Administrators include top and middle level 
management concerned with achieving the overall objectives of the organization. These positions 
are usually considered policy-making and are highly visible.  Management Related positions 
include occupations concerned with planning and administering programs in areas such as 
accounting, personnel, purchasing, inspectors, and marketing.  Professionals include occupations 
that require specialized training, such as engineers, lawyers, teachers, nurses, physicians, 
veterinarians, pharmacist, and librarians. 
Appendix E provides a snapshot of each of the agencies led by the appointees during the 
period of this study, with the exception of the first appointee Grace J. Rohrer (Department of 
Cultural Resources).  In 1973 when her appointment took effect workforce statistical data on 
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staffing levels and demographics were not collected and reported to the Office of State 
Personnel. 
As Tables 7 through 33 indicates, data were collected for 26 of the 27 appointees and 
their agencies in two year intervals.  As stated previously, data collection and analysis at two-
year intervals is in keeping with the methods that data are collected and reported to federal 
agencies and takes into consideration and allowing time for the administration to make personnel 
decisions and complete the hiring process.  In years prior to the mid-1990s workforce data was 
collected by hand and reported in aggregate form.  All minorities were collapsed into a category 
called “minority” and that category did not lend itself to further analysis for males and females, 
thus all data on the minority workforce was presented in aggregate form.  For purposes of this 
study and to remain consistent and facilitate comparison across the years, race and ethnicity data 
were kept in aggregate form and labeled Minority. In later years as reporting system became 
more sophisticated, a more comprehensive breakdown of the workforce is presented in the 
tables.   
Tables 7 through 33 begin with the appointment of Grace Rohrer (Department of Cultural 
Resources) by Governor James E. Holshouser, Jr. in 1973 and follow in chronological order over 
39 years until the final appointments by Governor Beverly E. “Bev” Perdue in 2009 of Kenneth 
Lay (Department of Revenue), Moses Cary, Jr. (Department of Administration), Alvin Keller 
(Department of Correction), Rueben Young (Department of Crime Control and Public Safety), 
Linda Carlisle (Department of Revenue) and Linda Hayes (Department of Juvenile Justice and 
Justice Prevention).  The workforce of these agencies is analyzed using percentages to determine 
the race and gender representativeness. 
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In an overall analysis of Officials and Administrators across the period of this study 
within the various agencies the hiring of White males dominated.  Across the 39-year time period 
White males accounted for over 50% of the staff in each of the cabinet level agencies, except in 
the Department of Cultural Resources.  Under the tenure of Lisbeth Hayes White males 
accounted for 44% of the total staff (see Table 26).  White females accounted for over a quarter 
of the total staff in 9 of the 26 agencies with the greatest employment percentages in the 
Departments of Health and Human Services (30.2% and 38.0%), Cultural Resources (37.0% and 
56.0%), Revenue (26.2% and 35.7%) and Crime Control and Public Safety (37.5%).  Trending in 
the other direction minorities were employed at much smaller percentages of the workforce in 
these agencies.  As Tables 11, 13, 16, 19, 26, 31 and 33 indicate, the Departments of Revenue, 
Cultural Resources and Administration at times reported no minority employees in this job 
classification. Over the 39-year period, only the Department of Administration (33.0%) had over 
a quarter of the workforce represented by minorities.  African American males were able to reach 
double digit percentages in the Departments of Correction (13.0% and 18.7%), Administration 
(12.5%), Crime Control and Public Safety (20.8) and Revenue (14.3%). African American 
women reached this level of employment in the Departments of Administration (12.5%) and 
Correction (17.3%).  Other minorities, which is inclusive of Native American/American Indian, 
Asian-Pacific Islanders and Hispanics, never exceeded 8.3% of the total workforce in any 
agency, except in the Department of Administration under the leadership of Secretary Gwynn 
Swinson.  
Women and minorities in Management Related positions in each of these agencies 
constituted a greater percentage of the workforce. In 21 of the 26 agencies, they represented a 
quarter or 25% of the workforce, and in seven of those agencies, they were over 50% of the 
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workforce.  African American females also saw better inclusion in the workforce with some 
agencies reaching double digit participation rates. As Table 32 indicates the Department of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention had a higher percentage of African American 
females (43.9%) in this occupational category than in any of the other underrepresented groups.  
African American men in the Departments of Correction (12.2%), Crime Control and Public 
Safety (10.4%), Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (12.2%) and Administration 
(13.0%) experienced double digit percentages in these agencies workforces.   
The overall agency workforce in the Professional occupational category saw similar 
percentages of workforce participation among women and minorities like those in Management 
Related occupations.  In many agencies, the largest percentage of workers were White male, but 
there is clear evidence that more White females where pushing against the glass ceiling of 
employment.  Such that, in 24 of the 26 agencies during the years of this study a quarter of 25% 
or more of their workforce was made up of White females.  African American females also saw 
percentages of the total workforce in six agencies in the double digits.  In the Departments of 
Health and Human Services (20.0%), Correction (22.0%), and Crime Control and Public Safety 
(22.5%), African American females were close to a quarter of the workforce. While in the 
Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention they were over a quarter (28.2%) of 
the workforce.  African American men experienced representation in the workforce with double 
digit percentages in four agencies, the Departments of Correction (13.6%), Crime Control and 
Public Safety (10.4%), Correction (12.2%).  As with African American females, African 
American males were over a quarter (27.9%) of the workforce in the Department of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 
54 
 
Research question 3: Using the Representative Bureaucracy Ratios developed by 
Riccucci and Saidel (1997), to what extent are minorities (e.g. race and women) from 1973 to 
2012 represented in state bureaucratic appointed positions in North Carolina? 
The representativeness of the bureaucracy of North Carolina state government is 
measured by comparing the population ratios in North Carolina to the total workforce of each of 
the agencies of the appointed leader.  The representativeness of each agency appointed leader is 
examined using three measures of representativeness developed by Riccucci and Saidel (1997).  
This analysis is performed to determine what impact, if any, the appointed leader had on making 
the organization more or less representative of the population of North Carolina, and to 
determine if the three representative bureaucracy ratio measures (traditional baseline measure, 
stratification measure, and aggregate measure) can garner a more comprehensive picture of 
bureaucratic representativeness with a specific state’s population and workforce.  These ratio 
analyses allow for the comparison of the demographic characteristics of the government or the 
bureaucracy with those of the general population.  In general, a ratio of 1.0 constitutes a perfectly 
representative bureaucracy.  If the value is lower than 1.0 then the bureaucracy is 
underrepresented. If it greater than 1.0 then the bureaucracy is overrepresented (Grabosky & 
Rosenbloom, 1975; Guajardo, 1996; Kellough, 1990; Meier, 1993a; Nachmias & Rosenbloom, 
1973; Riccucci & Saidel, 1997).  The variables used in computing the baseline measure, the 
stratification measure and the aggregate measure are explained with the research findings.   
Baseline Measurement 
Table 4 provides a baseline measurement for each of the six gubernatorial administrations 
in this study.  The baseline measurement compares a group’s percentage of the government 
workforce with the group’s percentage of the total population to obtain the representative ratio.  
55 
 
A ratio of 1.0 or more presents evidence of overrepresentation, while a ratio below 1.0 presents 
evidence of underrepresentation.  Governors Holshouser (1.05) and Hunt (first term, 1.02) had 
administrations that were overrepresented with both white males and white females and 
underrepresented with minority males and minority females, with ratios of .84 and .92 
respectively.  Both of these administrations were not very open to minorities seeking 
employment.  When minorities were employed they were hired into lesser paying, lower rank 
positions.  It was Governor Martin who initially cracked the glass ceiling for women when he 
appointed Grace J. Rohrer as the first women to hold a cabinet level post in 1973 to lead the 
Department of Cultural Resources.  Governor Hunt during his first term further cracked the glass 
ceiling for women with the appointment of Sara W. Hodgkins (Department of Cultural 
Resources), Sara T. Morrow (Department of Health and Human Services), and Jane S. Patterson 
(Department of Administration) to lead their respective agencies.  Governor Hunt in his first 
term also appointed Howard N. Lee as the first African American male appointed to lead an 
agency when he was named the Secretary of Department of Natural Resources and Community 
Development. 
Table 4 









James Holshouser 1973–1977 .84 1.05 
James B. Hunt 1977–1985 .92 1.02 
James G. Martin 1985–1993 1.08 .98 
James B. Hunt 1993–2001 1.12 1.10 
Michael F. Easley 2001–2009 1.14 1.08 




The tide for better representation of minorities in state government began with the Martin 
administration in 1985.  Continuing through Hunt’s second administration and the Easley and 
Perdue administrations evidence a more inclusive government for minorities, both women and 
men.  Beginning in the 1980s with the initiation and implementation of Affirmative Action and 
Equal Employment Opportunity programs in North Carolina state government facilitated by 
Governor Martin, minorities experienced more opportunities to enter the state government 
workforce.  Under the Martin administration, more minorities were able to successfully enter the 
workforce and for the first time this group experienced an overrepresentation in the total 
workforce, with a 1.08 baseline measure.  In cabinet-level positions Governor Martin appointed 
Grace J. Rohrer to a second stint as a cabinet Secretary, when she was named to head the 
Department of Administration.  Additional women were appointed by Martin to lead agencies 
included Helen A. Powers (Department of Revenue), Patric G. Dorsey (Department of Cultural 
Resources), Betsy Y. Justus (Department of Revenue), after Helen Powers left the 
administration, and Estell C. Lee (Department of Commerce).  The second African American 
male was appointed as a cabinet Secretary when Aaron Johnson was named as the Secretary of 
the Department of Correction by Martin in 1985. 
The unprecedented reelection of Governor Hunt to a third and fourth terms (1993–2001) 
saw the minority groups of this study reach overrepresentation.  Minorities saw a measurement 
of 1.12 and Whites were close behind at 1.10.  Most of this can be attributed to the expansion of 
the workforce, the further implementation of the Equal Employment Opportunity Act and 
programs to open government to populations that had historically been underrepresented (NC 
Office of State Personnel, 1999).  Governor Hunt provided opportunity to women (both White 
and African American) and African American men.  The first African American woman, Katie 
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G. Dorsett, was named to lead the Department of Administration during this time.  She was 
followed by Janice Faulkner (Department of Revenue), Betty R. McCain (Department of 
Cultural Resources) and Muriel K. Offerman (Department of Revenue) after Janice Faulkner left 
the administration.  Two African American men obtained appointments, Thurman B. Hampton 
with the Department of Crime Control and Public Safety and Theodis Beck with the Department 
of Correction.  It is noted that Theodis Beck became the longest serving cabinet level agency 
head, leading the Department of Correction for over nine years and across two gubernatorial 
administrations.  
Governor Easley’s administration had baseline measures of 1.14 for minorities and 1.08 
for Whites.  He appointed African American’s Gwynn T. Swinson (Department of 
Administration), Bryan E. Beatty (Department of Crime Control and Public Safety) and 
reappointed Theodis Beck (Department of Correction).  Carmen Hooker Odom (Department of 
Health and Human Services) and Lisbeth C. Evans (Department of Cultural Resources) were 
each appointed to lead their respective agencies during this administration.   
Governor Beverly Perdue, the first women elected as chief executive of North Carolina 
served just one four-year term in office, saw a baseline measure of 1.04 for minorities and .96 for 
Whites.  While these numbers show a decline from previous administrations, it is important to 
note that her administration was faced with: a meltdown of the housing and banking sectors, that 
directly impacted the state, a government consolidation of three large cabinet level agencies (the 
Department of Corrections, Crime Control and Public Safety and Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention) into the largest agency in state government, the Department of Public 
Safety: and, a mass exodus of experienced state government workers in preparation for change in 
gubernatorial administrations that was to occur with the election of  a Republican governor. 
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Even in the face of these factors, Governor Purdue appointed four African American 
males to lead state agencies in Kenneth Lay (Department of Revenue), Moses Carey, Jr. 
(Department of Administration), Alvin M. Keller (Department of Correction), Reuben F. Young 
(Department of Crime Control and Public Safety) and two white females in Linda Hayes 
(Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention) and Linda A. Carlisle (Department 
of Revenue) after Kenneth Lay left the administration.   
In summary, the baseline ratio for each of these administrations is computed to compare a 
group’s (minorities and whites) percentage of the workforce with the group’s percentage of the 
population.  This ratio is a baseline measure of the representativeness for employees for North 
Carolina.  The baseline measure it one of the components used in the final calculation of the 
aggregate measure. 
Stratification Measurement 
Table 5 provides stratification and aggregate representativeness ratios for minorities and 
whites who held positions classified as Officials and Administrators for each of the cabinet level 
appointees from the first Hunt administration to the Perdue administration.  Agency level 
statistics were not available for the Department of Cultural Resources during the Martin 
administration and are therefore not included in this table.  The stratification ratio examines a 
group’s (minorities and whites) percentage of the upper-level appointments as a proportion of the 
group’s (minorities and whites) percentage of the total population.  The upper-level positions 
analyzed on this table for purpose of determining a stratification measure are the Officials and 
Administrators that served the various cabinet level appointees. Officials and Administrators 
include top and mid-level management concerned with achieving the overall objectives of the 
organization.  These positions are usually considered policy-making, are highly visible and are 
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usually responsible for implementing policies of the administration and assisting in the direction 
of departments and divisions. 
 Table 5 indicates that minorities were not only underrepresented, but at time grossly 
underrepresented at this important job classification.  Betsy Justus (Department of Revenue), 
Lisbeth Evans (Department of Revenue), Kenneth Lay (Department of Revenue) and Moses 
Carey, Jr. (Department of Administration) employed no minorities at this level. Conversely, 
these agencies were overrepresented with whites with ratios of 1.31, 1.30 and 1.24 respectively.  
Theodis Beck (Department of Correction) was the first cabinet level appointee to increase 
minority representation at .95.  Furthermore, the highest ratios were with Katie Dorsett 
(Department of Administration) at 1.18, Gwen Swinson (Department of Administration) at 1.18, 
Carmen Hooker Odom (Department of Health and Human Services) at 1.55 and Alvin Keller 
(Department of Correction) at 1.15 each experienced overrepresentation representativeness at the 
Officials and Administrative level. 
Table 5 
Stratified and Aggregate Representativeness for Cabinet Level Appointees and Agencies 1973–
2012 for Officials and Administrator Positions 
 Stratified Aggregate 
Appointee/Agency Minorities Whites Minorities Whites 
Rohrer-DOCR Missing Missing Missing Missing 
Lee-DNRCD
*
 .33 1.20 .63 1.11 
Hodgkins-DOCR .14 1.27 .53 1.15 
Morrow-DHHS .35 1.20 .64 1.11 
Patterson-DOA .82 1.04 .87 1.03 
Rohrer-DOA .32 1.21 .70 1.10 





 Stratified Aggregate 
Appointee/Agency Minorities Whites Minorities Whites 
Johnson-DOC
*
 .61 1.13 .85 1.06 
Dorsey-DOCR .27 1.22 .68 1.10 
Justus-DOR .00 1.31 .54 1.15 
Lee-DOComm .16 1.26 .62 1.12 
Beck-DOC
*
 .95 1.01 1.04 1.06 
Hampton-DCCPS
*
 .54 1.13 .83 1.17 
Faulkner-DOR .21 1.24 .67 1.01 
Dorsett-DOA
**
 1.18 .92 1.15 1.68 
McCain-DOCR .20 1.25 .66 1.03 
Offerman-DOR .40 .95 .76 1.03 
Swinson-DOA
**
 1.18 .89 1.16 .99 
Odom-DHHS 1.55 1.16 .85 1.12 
Evans-DOCR .00 1.30 .57 1.19 
Beatty-DCCPS
*
 .84 1.04 .97 1.06 
Lay-DOR
*
 .00 1.24 .72 1.10 
Keller-DOC
*
 1.15 .91 1.10 .94 
Young-DCCPS
*
 .90 .98 .99 .97 
Carlisle-DCR .22 1.31 .63 1.14 
Hayes-DJJDP .66 .43 .85 .70 
Carey-DOA
*




 African-American Female 
 
Conversely, as the table indicates, whites throughout the period of the study were 
overrepresented at this level.  Importantly, even when the agency did experience a full 
representativeness ratio of 1.0, these agencies had ratios that neared full representation.  Overall, 
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the table points to the glaring disparity between minorities and white participation in leadership 
roles at these cabinet level organizations. 
Table 6 provides the stratification measure for all upper-level positions.  This includes 
Officials and Administrators, Management and Professional positions.  As previously stated, 
Official and Administrators include top and mid-level management concerned with achieving the 
overall objectives of the organization.  These positions are usually considered policy-making, are 
highly visible and are usually responsible for implementing policies of the administration and 
assisting in the direction of departments and divisions.  Management Related positions include 
those occupations concerned with planning and administering programs in areas such as 
accounting, purchasing, inspectors and marketing.  Professional level occupations are those that 
require specialized training such as, engineers, lawyers, teachers, nurses, physicians, 
veterinarians, pharmacist, and librarians. 
Table 6 
Stratified and Aggregate Representativeness for Cabinet Level Appointees and Agencies 1973–
2012 for Upper Level Officials and Administrator, Management and Professional Positions 
 Stratified Aggregate 
Appointee/Agency Minorities Whites Minorities Whites 
Rohrer-DOCR Missing Missing Missing Missing 
Lee-DNRCD
*
 1.10 2.99 1.01 2.01 
Hodgkins-DOCR .89 3.70 .91 2.36 
Morrow-DHHS 1.20 3.14 1.06 2.08 
Patterson-DOA 1.97 3.30 1.45 2.16 
Rohrer-DOA 1.65 3.45 1.37 2.21 
Powers-DOR .72 3.58 .90 2.28 
Johnson-DOC
*





 Stratified Aggregate 
Appointee/Agency Minorities Whites Minorities Whites 
Dorsey-DOCR .95 3.64 1.02 2.31 
Justus-DOR .98 3.73 1.03 2.35 
Lee-DOComm 1.00 3.60 1.04 2.29 
Beck-DOC
*
 2.80 2.99 1.96 2.04 
Hampton-DCCPS
*
 1.90 3.31 1.51 2.21 
Faulkner-DOR 1.45 3.47 1.29 2.28 
Dorsett-DOA
**
 3.35 2.86 2.24 1.98 
McCain-DOCR 1.19 3.56 1.16 2.33 
Offerman-DOR 1.57 2.96 1.35 2.03 
Swinson-DOA
**
 3.37 2.78 2.26 1.93 
Odom-DHHS 2.28 3.19 1.71 2.14 
Evans-DOCR .48 3.94 .81 2.51 
Beatty-DCCPS
**
 2.58 2.92 1.86 2.00 
Lay-DOR
*
 2.05 3.35 1.55 2.15 
Keller-DOC
*
 3.00 2.90 2.02 1.93 
Young-DCCPS
*
 2.55 3.15 1.79 2.06 
Carlisle-DOR .80 3.92 .92 2.44 
Hayes-DJJDP 4.38 1.64 2.71 1.30 
Carey-DOA
*






These three occupational categories encompass upper-level leadership and management 
positions in North Carolina cabinet agencies.  The holders of these positions are charged with 
carryout the policy objectives of the gubernatorial administration and appointee who leads the 
agency.  The combination of the three occupational categories in Table 6 provides a better 
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picture of inclusion of minorities in upper-level positions.  With the addition of professional and 
management level positions, this analysis evidences that, while minorities were not hired into top 
Official and Administrative positions, government did open up in the two additional categories to 
allow minorities to approach a fuller representation. 
Eight of the agencies led by appointees saw a significant overrepresentation of minorities 
with ratios that were 2.0 or higher: Aaron Johnson (Department of Correction) 2.03, Theodis 
Beck (Department of Correction) 2.08, Katie Dorsett (Department of Administration) 3.35, 
Gwynn T. Swinson (Department of Administration) 3.37, Carmen Hooker Odom (Department of 
Health and Human Services) 2.28, Bryan Beatty (Department of Crime Control and Public 
Safety) 2.58, Alvin Keller (Department of Correction) 3.00, Rueben Young (Department of 
Crime Control and Public Safety) 2.55 and Linda Hayes (Department of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention) 4.38.  It is important to note that the agencies that evidence an 
overrepresentation of minorities have some of the largest workforces in state government and as 
such provide more opportunities for minorities to enter the workforce.  The Departments of 
Correction, Crime Control and Public Safety and Health and Human Services are three of the 
largest state agencies and employ tens of thousands of persons.  The Departments of 
Administration and Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention employ a workforce that is 
mainly white collar or professional in nature and do not lend themselves to employ staff in lower 
level pay grades that had historically been populations with minorities. 
Table 6 indicates a stratification levels for whites in some agencies double that of 
minorities.  While the doors opened for people of color to obtain positions in these occupational 
categories with respectable representativeness ratios, minorities experience representative ratio 




The aggregate measure averages the comparisons of a group’s percentage of the total 
government workforce with the group’s percentage of the total population (baseline measure), 
and a group’s percentage of upper level appointments with the group’s percentage of the total 
population (stratification measure) by integrating upper level appointees into the measure.  The 
aggregate ratio summarizes the representativeness of an entire bureaucratic system and permits 
comparison across departments.  Analyzed together, the three ratios provide a more accurate and 
inclusive assessment of the representativeness of state-level (North Carolina) bureaucracy 
(Riccucci & Saidel, 1997). 
Table 5 provides an inclusive assessment of the representativeness of Officials and 
Administrators in North Carolina across gubernatorial administrations and also allows for 
comparison across cabinet level agencies over the 39-year period of this study.  Simply stated, 
minorities have been underrepresented in one the most important positions in state government.  
Only the Departments of Correction and Administration evidenced an aggregate measure ratio 
greater than 1.0.  Lead by Theodis Beck the Department of Correction had a ratio of 1.04, the 
Department of Administration under Katie Dorsett achieved a ratio of 1.15, her leadership was 
followed in the agency by that of Gwynn T. Swinson at 1.16 and finally Alvin Keller as head of 
the Department of Correction achieved a ratio of 1.10.   
The overall results of the aggregate measure displayed on Table 6 for all upper level 
positions provides a better picture minorities in terms of inclusion into the top three ranks in 
government.  While the path that they took has not been determined, the usual method in state 
government is through promotions, new hire and lateral transfer.  It is not surprising that a 
representative government at these levels of leadership exist within these agencies. Many factors 
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contribute to this representativeness.  First, all are led by cabinet level appointees who are 
handpicked by the Governor to implement the policies and agenda of the administration.  As 
Affirmative Action and Equal Employment Opportunity policies and programs were put into 
action to get minorities into these leadership levels, it became the job of the appointee to recruit 
and hire minorities.  A lack of action on these matters would in most cases lead to an immediate 
removal from office of the appointee.  The second and third factors that facilitate the 
achievement of representativeness are the size and functions of the agencies.  Included in these 
nine agencies are three of the largest in state government (the Departments of Health and Human 
Services which employ upward of 17,000 employees, Correction which employs roughly 16,000 
staff and Crime Control and Public Safety which accounts for about 3,000 employees). 
Combined, these three agencies employ over half of the agency level workforce in the state.  The 
larger the agency the more opportunities there are for hiring and promotion of minorities into the 
supervisory and upper level ranks.  The Department of Administration and Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention are administrative agencies that do not have some of the lower paying 
job classifications as other agencies, thus there is more opportunity for minorities.  But while 
Table 6 accounts for the representativeness of these agencies, it also shows the significant 
overrepresentation of whites in supervisory positions.  In many instances that ratio of 
representativeness doubles that of minorities.  Virtually every agency over the 39 year course of 
this study had a ratio of 2.0. 
Finally, while the aggregate measure provides an inclusive assessment of upper level 
representation in cabinet level agencies for minorities and whites, this analysis begs for a 
comparison with agencies where there has never been a minority or woman appointed as 
Secretary.  Additional analysis should be undertaken in state government agencies where the top 
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leadership is appointed by an independently elected official and in the state university and 
community college systems.   
Summary 
This chapter presented the results of three research questions.  The first research question 
examined the ascribed characteristics of the twenty-seven women and minorities who are 
members of historically underrepresented populations who led state bureaucratic cabinet level 
agencies in North Carolina between 1973 to 2012, with specific attention to gender, race, and 
ethnicity.  The demographic data (n = 27) revealed that more Whites (59%) were appointed to 
cabinet level leadership positions than African Americans (41%).  Hispanics, the largest growing 
population in North Carolina, have never had an appointee.  Asians and Pacific-Islanders are a 
much smaller part of the racial and ethnic composition of state government employees, but they 
also had no opportunity to lead a cabinet level agency.  American-Indians, a group indigenous to 
the state of North Carolina with as many as eight recognized tribes and a population of 122,110 
or 1.9% of the total population of the state, have never had one of their members appointed to a 
cabinet level leadership position. Women (67%) have been appointed at twice the rate of men 
(33%) and white women (16) were appointed at a rate eight times that of African American 
women (2).  Of the 27 appointees, almost thirty percent (29.6%) had a Bachelor’s degree.  The 
importance of an advanced degree is evidenced by the 62.9% of the appointees who hold such a 
degree.  The majority of the appointees (37%) were initially placed in office between the ages of 
60–69 years, which is usually the time when many state government employees are leaving their 
duty stations for retirement.  All appointments were acts of political partisanship and like 
ideology in that Republican governors chose Republican party members for leadership positions 
and Democratic governors chose Democratic party members for leadership positions.  
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Participation in civic organizations played an important part in the lives of the appointees, the 
majority of these leaders (85%) held long memberships an extremely active in civic 
organizations.  Black Greek-letter organizations in the form of fraternities and sororities played 
an important role in the lives of the African American appointees.  Fifteen percent of the African 
American appointees held membership in these important organizations.  The full picture of all 
of the appointees, both Democrat and Republican, provides a picture of high achievers who at 
the pinnacle of their long career are provided an opportunity to lead a cabinet level agency in 
North Carolina state government.   
The second question examined the gender, race and ethnic profiles of those hired into 
upper-level positions in the various agencies by the appointees.  A statistical analysis utilized 
percentages to determine the participation of underrepresented populations in three upper-level 
occupational categories.  These categories are Officials and Administrators, Management and 
Professional positions. The Officials and Administrators category is dominated by White males.  
In 25 of the 26 agencies of this study, White males constituted over 50% of the workforce. White 
females accounted for over quarter (25%) of the total staff in nine of the 26 agencies.  Minorities 
were severely underrepresented in this occupational category.  African American males were 
able to reach double digit percentages in the Departments of Correction (13.0% and 18.7%), 
Administration (12.5%), Crime Control and Public Safety (20.8%) and Revenue (14.3%). 
African American women reached double digit levels of representation in the Departments of 
Administration (12.5%) and Correction (17.3%).  Other minorities including Native-
American/American Indian, Asian Pacific Islanders and Hispanics never achieved higher than 
8.3% of the total workforce of any agency, except in the Department of Administration under 
Secretary Gwynn Swinson. 
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Women and minorities in Management Related positions in each of these agencies 
represented a greater percentage of the workforce. In 21 of the 26 agencies, they represented 
25% of the workforce, and in seven of those agencies, they constituted over 50% of the 
workforce.  The Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention had a higher 
percentage of African American females (43.9%) in this occupational category than in any of the 
other underrepresented groups.  African American men in the Departments of Correction 
(12.2%), Crime Control and Public Safety (10.4%), Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
(12.2%) and Administration (13.0%) experienced double digit percentages of the agencies 
respective workforces.   
The overall agency workforce in the Professional occupational category saw similar 
percentages of workforce participation among women and minorities like those in Management 
Related occupations.  In many agencies, the largest percentage of workers were White males, but 
there is clear evidence that more White females where pushing against the glass ceiling of 
employment such that, in 24 of the 26 agencies 25% or more of their workforce were White 
females.  The percentages of African American females in six agencies rose to double digits.  In 
the Departments of Health and Human Services (20.0%), Correction (22.0%), and Crime Control 
and Public Safety (22.5%), African American females were close to a quarter of the workforce.  
In the Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention they represented over a 
quarter (28.2%) of the workforce.  African American men experienced double digit 
representation percentages in four agencies, the Departments of Correction (13.6%), Crime 
Control and Public Safety (10.4%), Correction (12.2%).  As with African American females, 
African American males were over a quarter (27.9%) of the workforce in the Department of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 
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The third question used the Representative Bureaucracy Ratios developed by Riccucci 
and Saidel (1997), to examine the extent to which minorities (e.g., race and women) from 1973 
to 2012 were represented in state bureaucratic appointed positions in North Carolina.  The results 
of the measure of bureaucratic representativeness showed that as a baseline measure, when 
minorities and whites in the state workforce were compared against their respective percentage 
of the state population, minorities began to experience an overall opening of positions in state 
government during the decade that Affirmative Action and Equal Employment Opportunity 
programs were initiated and their numbers in the population increased.  During the same period 
the baseline measurement for Whites remained at a level that evidenced overrepresentation, and 
when their ratio did drop, it was never more than four-tenths of a percentage point from perfect 
representation.   
As the stratified measure evidenced minorities in the top level positions of Officials and 
Administrators, were severely underrepresented in these key positions for the majority of the 39 
years of this study.  It was not until a further expansion of the supervisory categories of 
Management Related and Professionals did a better picture of representativeness become clear.  
Even with these gains, Whites almost doubled the representative gains of minorities.  Finally, the 
aggregate measure, (which offered a comprehensive measurement that includes all of the 
variables and outputs of the baseline and stratified measures) facilitated a complete picture of 
representativeness.  While evidence shows that people of color had made gains in terms of 
achieving top positions in a more inclusive government, those gains were still not fully realized 






 This chapter provides a summary of the study and presents a discussion of the findings 
and conclusions drawn from the data and information presented in Chapter 4.  Finally, the 
implications for future practice, research and policy as well as limitations, and recommendations 
and conclusions are presented in this chapter. 
Summary 
Historically underrepresented populations in North Carolina have not been able to crack 
the glass ceiling of the leadership suite in any significant numbers over the past forty years.  
More importantly, this evidences that the state has not been able to fully overcome the vestiges 
of institutional racism and white privilege.  If this trend is not addressed, the attractiveness of 
working in state government will not appeal to the next generation of minority leaders, and they 
will potentially flock to other occupational sectors where inclusion is practiced and diversity is 
valued.  State government will be viewed as less open and the potential is presented for the 
erosion of confidence in the work that government performs for the people.  The purpose of this 
study was to examine for a nearly 39-year period the bureaucratic representativeness of North 
Carolina state government, using measures of representativeness to determine the extent to 
which underrepresented populations have been appointed to leadership positions by each of the 
five governors who held office from 1973 to 2012.  
 This study was designed to answer the following three research questions: 
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1. What are the ascribed characteristics of state bureaucratic agency leaders in 
underrepresented populations from 1973 to 2012 in North Carolina with specific attention 
to gender, race and ethnicity? 
2. What are the gender, race and ethnic profiles of those hired into upper-level positions in 
the various agencies by the appointees? 
3. Using the Representative Bureaucracy Ratios developed by Riccucci and Saidel (1997), 
to what extent are underrepresented populations (e.g., race and women) from 1973 to 
2012 represented in state bureaucratic appointed positions in North Carolina? 
The cabinet level leaders examined in this study were all appointed by the various 
governors that occupied office in North Carolina between 1973 and 2012.  The sample consisted 
of 27 appointees.  Biographical information was found on each and, for the first time, a 
comprehensive look at their lives is presented in one document.  Statistical information on the 
agencies that they led was found on all but one of the appointees. The very first appointment in 
1973 occurred during a time where the collection of data and information was not performed in a 
comprehensive manner and not documented or stored in any archived format available to the 
researcher.  
Data on the workforce of the appointee’s agency were collected from reports by the 
North Carolina Office of State Personnel.  It was entered into spreadsheets developed by the 
researcher for this study and analyzed using the Representative Bureaucracy Ratios (Riccucci & 
Saidel, 1997).  Descriptive statistics analyzed the demographic characteristics of the 
gubernatorial appointees and ratio analysis was used to measure the bureaucratic 
representativeness of the various agencies led by the appointee during their tenure in office.  
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Research Question 1.  Findings from the descriptive statistical analysis of the appointees 
revealed that more Whites (59%) were appointed to cabinet level leadership positions than 
African Americans (41%). But while African Americans were able to get a seat at the leadership 
table, other historically underrepresented groups were shut out and have never been graced with 
an appointment of a major cabinet level government agency in North Carolina.  Hispanics, the 
largest growing population in North Carolina, have never had an appointee.  Asians and Pacific-
Islanders are a much smaller part of the racial and ethnic composition of state government 
employees, but they also had no opportunity to lead a cabinet level agency.  Most telling is the 
fact that American-Indians, a group indigenous to the state of North Carolina with as many as 
eight recognized tribes and a population of 122,110 or 1.9% of the total population of the state, 
have never had one of their members appointed to a cabinet level leadership position.  American-
Indians make of roughly 1.4% of the state government workforce (NC Office of State Personnel, 
2010).  
Women (67%) have been appointed at twice the rate of men (33%) and white women (n 
= 16) were appointed at a rate eight times that of African American women (n = 2).  Of the 27 
appointees, almost thirty percent (29.6%) had a Bachelor’s degree.  The importance of an 
advanced degree is evidenced by the 62.9% of the appointees who hold such a degree. These 
findings closely mirror a national study, which showed that by the 1990s both men and women 
in state leadership positions had become more educated with 64% of women and 59% of men 
holding graduate degrees (Bowling, Kelleher, Jones, & Wright, 2006).  The age at appointment 
proved most interesting.  The majority of the appointees (37%) were initially placed in office 
between the ages of 60–69 years, which is usually the time when many state government 
employees are leaving their duty stations for retirement.   
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All appointments were acts of political partisanship and like ideology in that Republican 
governors chose Republican party members for leadership positions and Democratic governors 
chose Democratic party members for leadership positions.  While Democratic governors were 
elected to lead the state in four election cycles in 1977, 1993, 2001, and 2009, during the 39-year 
period of the study, Democrats appointed 13 women and eight men of African American race 
and ethnicity during this time.  The trend of Democratic governors appointing more women than 
men to policy level leadership positions had been identified in previous research studies 
(Riccucci & Saidel, 2001).  Other factors, such as female identification with the Democratic 
party and ideology may have played a part in the availability of more women for appointment 
(Norrander, 1997).  While Republicans governors who were elected during the two election 
cycles in 1973 and 1985, appointed five women and one African American male to lead cabinet 
level agencies, each of the seven appointees were members of the Republican Party.  As such 
with the direct partisan appointments of Democrats with Democrats and Republican with 
Republicans, there is no evidence on crossing the political isle or building a team of rivals to 
show further inclusion and diversity. 
Participation in civic organizations played an important part in the lives of the appointees, 
as the majority of these leaders (85%) held long memberships and were extremely active in civic 
organizations.  Black Greek-letter organizations in the form of fraternities and sororities played 
an important role in the lives of the African American appointees.  Fifteen percent of the African 
American appointees held membership in these important organizations.  The full picture of all 
of the appointees, both Democrat and Republican, provide a picture of high achievers who at the 
pinnacle of their long career are provided an opportunity to lead a cabinet level agency in North 
Carolina state government. 
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Research Question 2. The second question examined the gender, race and ethnics profiles 
of those hired into upper-level positions in the various agencies by the appointees.  A statistical 
analysis utilized percentages to determine the participation of underrepresented populations in 
three upper-level occupational categories.  These categories are Officials and Administrators, 
Management Related and Professional positions.  The Officials and Administrators category is 
dominated by White males.  In 25 of the 26 agencies of this study, White males made up over 
50% of the workforce.  White females accounted for over quarter (25%) of the total staff in nine 
of the twenty-six agencies.  Minorities were severely underrepresented in this occupational 
category.  African American males were able to reach double digit percentages in the 
Departments of Correction (13.0% and 18.7%), Administration (12.5%), Crime Control and 
Public Safety (20.8) and Revenue (14.3%), African American women reached this level of 
employment in the Departments of Administration (12.5%) and Correction (17.3%).  Other 
minorities which is inclusive of Native-American/American Indian, Asian Pacific Islanders and 
Hispanics never reach higher than 8.3% of the total workforce of any agency, except in the 
Department of Administration under Gwynn Swinson. 
Women and minorities in Management Related positions in each of these agencies made 
up a greater percentage of the workforce. In twenty-one of the twenty-six agencies, they made up 
a quarter or 25% of the workforce, and in seven of those agencies, they were over 50% of the 
workforce.  African American females also saw better inclusion in the workforce with the some 
agencies reaching double digit participation rate.  The Department of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevent had a higher percentage of African American females (43.9%) in this 
occupational category than in any of the other underrepresented groups.  African American men 
in the Departments of Correction (12.2%), Crime Control and Public Safety (10.4%), Juvenile 
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Justice and Delinquency Prevention (12.2%) and Administration (13.0%) experienced double 
digit percentages of the agencies respective workforces.   
The overall agency workforce in the Professional occupational category saw similar 
percentages of workforce participation among women and minorities like those in Management 
Related occupations.  In many agencies, the largest percentage of workers were White males, but 
there is clear evidence that more White females where pushing against the glass ceiling of 
employment.  Such that, in 24 of the 26 agencies during the years of this study 25% or more of 
their workforce was represented by White females.  African American females also saw numbers 
of the total workforce in six agencies in the double digits.  In the Departments of Health and 
Human Services (20.0%), Correction (22.0%), and Crime Control and Public Safety (22.5%), 
African American females were close to a quarter of the workforce.  While in the Department of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention they were over a quarter (28.2%) of the workforce.  
African American men experienced representation in the workforce double digit percentage in 
four agencies, the Departments of Correction (13.6%), Crime Control and Public Safety (10.4%), 
Correction (12.2%).  As with African American females, African American males were over a 
quarter (27.9%) of the workforce in the Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. 
Research Question 3.  The results of the measure of bureaucratic representativeness 
showed that as a baseline measure when minorities and whites in the state workforce were 
compared against their respective percentage of the state population, that minorities began to 
experience an overall opening of positions in state government during the decade that 
Affirmative Action and Equal Employment Opportunity programs were initiated and their 
numbers of the population increased.  While during the same period the baseline measurement 
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for white remained at a level that evidence overrepresentation, and when their ratio did drop it 
was never more than four-tenths of a percentage point from perfect representation.  As the 
stratified measure representation evidenced minorities in the top level position of Officials and 
Administrators, were severely underrepresented in this key position for the majority of the 39 
years of this study and it was not until a further expansion to include the additional supervisory 
categories of Management and Professionals did better picture of representativeness become 
clear.  Even with these gains, whites almost doubled the representative gains of minorities.  
Finally, with use of the aggregate measure, (which offered a comprehensive measurement that 
takes in all of the variables and outputs of the baseline and stratified measures), facilitated a 
complete picture of representativeness.  While it evidenced that people of color had made gains 
in terms of achieving top positions in a more inclusive government, those gains were still not 
fully realized until all top level job categories were included and analyzed.  
Implications for Future Research, Recommendations, and Limitations 
The results of this study hold significance for the practice of public administration, 
leadership, and public policy because it adds to and expands the body of research on 
representative bureaucracy. No longer do states have to rely only on statistical analysis that 
depends solely on the percentage of workers in a workforce. With the utilization of ratio analysis 
tailored specific to the state workforce and population, a clearer and robust picture of 
representation emerges.  
In the public administration arena, research similar to this study can be replicated at the 
state level for a specific state that should encourage other researchers to undertake similar studies 
in other states.  This study utilizes models to calculate representativeness that facilitate the 
examination of a cohort (political appointees) that is often excluded from the representative 
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bureaucracy discussion.  In addition, this study examines the importance for organizations to 
incorporate diversity into their operations. 
 The study’s findings may be significant for the practice of leadership in that it may 
provide a stimulus for future governors in the appointment of diverse leaders to top positions in 
government, as well as provide an objective framework to measure the representativeness of 
their appointments.  It is anticipated that the findings may yield a more robust understanding of 
the barriers faced by underrepresented groups as they actively or passively seek appointments in 
state government.  If potential appointees are found in the ranks of the politically active or 
connected, then there needs to be more opportunities to connect minorities and women to 
political parties other than making campaign contribution and performing grass roots tasks in 
familiar neighborhoods and enclaves.  One method to accomplish this is the initiation of state 
government internship programs that place undergraduate and graduate students in state agencies 
to gain valuable work experience and build a professional network.  These internship programs 
can be patterned after the White House Fellowship Program, the Congressional Black Caucus 
Foundation Internship Program or the Congressional Internship Program and given the mission 
to recruit and select members of historically underrepresented populations. 
 Public policy on open government, transparency, and inclusiveness should be informed 
by the results of the study that demonstrate whether the state’s bureaucracy is a portrait of the 
people at large who are served by government.  Lastly, the study can provide a call to action for 
state run programs to develop mechanisms for further appointment and participation of people of 
color, women, the disabled and any other underrepresented groups to provide diverse thinking 
and action for the enhancement of society.  It is not enough to initiate and engage the workforce 
78 
 
in one time workshops, or diversity seminars and projects that only exist for the tenure of an 
administration and do not cross over gubernatorial administrations.   
Implications for Future Research 
 This research study provides a bridge to further research on the topic of bureaucratic 
representation, not only in North Carolina but, in other states where the governor has broad and 
far reaching powers of appointment that are not checked by the legislative branch.  In addition 
research on diversity and inclusion can be coupled with the analysis of bureaucratic 
representation to evaluate effectiveness of integration and enhance practice and development of 
options to make government a more attractive career option for future leaders.  Finally, this is a 
more narrow approach, but research on the loyalty of appointees is a rich vein to mine.  
Determining if the appointees are more accountable to their appointing body or the bodies they 
represent can paint an intriguing picture and fill the research gap on who does what and for 
whom. 
Recommendations 
 While the current system of Affirmative Action and Equal Employment Opportunity 
reporting exist in North Carolina state government, the state should study and adopt 
comprehensive methodologies to measure representativeness of its workforce. Measurements in 
use currently as well as those used for this study rely heavily on statistics used for Equal 
Employment Opportunity year end reports.  The methodologies currently in place do not provide 
for any flexibility in application due to size, location of the workforce or culture of the 
organization.  A more robust analysis needs to be adopted that takes into consideration more than 
the raw statistics of who works where and during what time period.  Environmental scans should 
be performed to assess the climate and culture for diversity, change and inclusion.  New 
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recruiting practices should be adopted to find avenues into underrepresented populations that 
better utilizes high school, community college and university career planning and placement 
offices. Moreover, a internship program should be initiated to recruit and provide employment 
opportunities in state government agencies for undergraduates and graduate students from 
traditionally underrepresented populations.  In addition, the formulation of a diversity 
management program should include better training for managers and hiring officers in customer 
service and relations, interview and selection practices, how to manage and measure team 
performance.   
Limitations 
 The study, while offering an enhanced methodology for analyzing representation and 
diversity of the workforce in state government across multiple years and gubernatorial 
administrations, had several limitations.  First, this research focuses solely on state level 
appointees and the upper levels of management in cabinet agencies in North Carolina.  The study 
did not include state agencies where the appointing body was an independent elected official or 
the representation of any boards of commission where the governor has appointing powers.  
Thus generalizations will not be applicable for agencies in which the top agency leadership is 
elected by the voters of the state, nor will generalizations be made about appointees in other 
bureaucratic frameworks, like the university and community college systems.  Second, while this 
study addresses the bureaucratic representativeness of appointees in North Carolina, more work 
is needed to produce a complete theoretical framework on bureaucratic representation across 
both appointed and elected agency leadership in the state.  Third, while this study looks closely 
at the characteristics of the appointees, the study does not seek to measure the loyalty of the 
political appointee to the appointing body or their loyalty to the racial, ethnic or gender group 
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represented by the appointee.  Finally, the lack of robust demographic information available 
from U. S. Census data curtails additional analysis and potential conclusions that may have been 
explored providing a more comprehensive research study. For earlier years, the U. S. Census 
data do not provide adequate statistical detail on gender and race populations for the state.  The 
use of U. S. Census special files were not an option because these files were initiated in more 
recent years  and created for states to assist with reporting for Affirmative Action and Equal 
Employment Opportunity purposes. 
 Despite these limitations, the study provided important information about the appointing 
practices of gubernatorial administrations and the ability for minorities and women to obtain 
executive level leadership positions in the public bureaucracy.  It is difficult to plan where you 
are going if your do not have trending information on where you have been.  This study provides 
one important piece of a possible larger puzzle on state government. 
Conclusions 
This study opens the door and begins the policy discussions on how to have a more 
inclusive state government.  The research on bureaucratic representation has a rich history and 
legacy in the literature. As this study indicates, using an updated reconfigured measure works to 
tease out the true picture of the openness in state government to minorities in particular state 
agencies.  While there have been improvements there remains room for much more work for a 
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Governors who Appointed Underrepresented Populations to Cabinet Level Leadership Positions 
in North Carolina 1973–2012 
 
 
James E. Holshouser, Jr.-was the 68th Governor of North Carolina and served from 1973 to 
1977. A Republican he was born in Boone, North Carolina and was a graduate of Davidson 
College and the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill School of Law.  He served in the 
North Carolina General Assembly and was elected at age 38 as governor, making him the 
youngest governor of the state since the nineteenth century and the first to be elected as governor 
since Reconstruction.  His is noted for breaking the glass ceiling for women, when he appointed 
Grace J, Rohrer as Secretary of the Department of Cultural Resources. 
 




 Governor of North Carolina and served from 1977 to 
1985 and 1993 to 2001.  A Democrat he was born in Wilson, North Carolina and was a graduate 
of North Carolina State University and the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill School of 
Law.  He is the longest serving governor in the state’s history.  He is noted for breaking the glass 
ceiling for African American males when he appointed Howard N. Lee as the Secretary of the 
Department of Natural Resources and Community Development.  During his first terms in office 
he also appointed Sara W. Hodgkins (Department of Cultural Resources), Sara T. Morrow 
(Department of Health and Human Services), Jane S. Patterson (Department of Administration) 
and Lucy H. Bode (Department of Administration).  During his second terms in office he broke 
the glass ceiling for African American women appointing Katie G. Dorsett as the Secretary of 
Administration.  Also appointed were Theodis Beck (Department of Correction), Thurman B. 
Hampton (Department of Crime Control and Public Safety), Janice Faulkner (Department of 
Revenue), Betty R. McCain (Department of Cultural Resources) and Muriel K. Offferman 
(Department of Revenue. 
 
James G. Martin-was the 70
th
 Governor of North Carolina and served from 1985 to 1993. A 
Republican he was born in Savannah, Georgia and was a graduate Davidson College and 
Princeton University, earning a Ph.D. in chemistry.  Professionally he was as associate professor 
of chemistry at Davidson College and elected as a member of the United States House of 
Representative for six terms representing the 9
th
 Congressional district.  He was elected governor 
and has been to date the only Republican to serve two full terms as governor of the state.  He is 
noted for appointing Grace J. Rohrer (Department of Administration), Helen Ann Powers 
(Department of Revenue), Aaron Johnson (Department of Correction), Patric G. Dorsey 
(Department of Cultural Resources), Betsy Y. Justus (Department of Revenue) and Estell C. Lee 
(Department of Commerce. 
 
Michael F. Easley-was the 72
nd
 Governor of North Carolina and served from 2001 to 2009.  A 
Democrat, he was born in Nash County, North Carolina and was a graduate of University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill and North Carolina Central University School of Law.  He was 
only the second Catholic elected to the state’s highest elected office and the first elected by 
popular vote.  He served as a District Attorney and was later elected Attorney General of North 
Carolina.  As Governor he was the first to ever use his veto power to overrule legislation of the 
91 
 
North Carolina General Assembly.  He is also the North Carolina governor to admit to felony by 
entering an Alford plea for violations of campaign finance laws.  He is noted for re-appointing 
Theodis Beck as the Secretary of the Department of Correction and appointed Gwynn T. 
Swinson (Department of Administration), Carmen Hooker Odom (Department of Health and 
Human Services), Lisbeth C Evans (Department of Cultural Resources), Bryan E. Beatty 
(Department of Crime Control and Public Safety). 
 
Beverly Eaves Perdue -was the 73rd Governor of North Carolina and served from 2008 to 2012.  
A Democrat, Episcopalian and the first women elected to the state highest office was born in 
Grundy, Virginia.  She is a graduate of the University of Kentucky and the University of Florida 
earning a Ph.D. in Educational Administration.  An elementary school teacher and hospital 
administrator, she served in the North Carolina House of Representatives, the North Carolina 
Senate before she was elected as the first female Lieutenant Governor in North Carolina history.  
One of her most significant political acts was casting the tie breaking vote to enact the North 
Carolina Education Lottery, her use of the veto to protect voter rights and prevent fracking in the 
state. The fracking veto was later overridden by the North Carolina General Assembly.  She is 
noted for appointing Kenneth Lay as Secretary of the Department of Revenue, and Moses Carey, 
Jr. (Department of Administration), Alvin Keller (Department of Correction), Rueben F. Young 
(Department of Crime Control and public Safety), Linda Carlisle (Department of Revenue) and 





Members of Underrepresented Populations Appointed to Cabinet Level Leadership Positions in 
North Carolina 1973–2012 
 
 
Grace J. Rohrer – was appointed Secretary of the Department of Cultural Resources in 1973 by 
Governor James E. Holshouser, Jr.  She was the first women appointed to lead a cabinet level 
agency in North Carolina.  She was later appointed by Governor James G. Martin as Secretary of 
the Department of Administration in 1985. 
 
Howard N. Lee – was appointed Secretary of the Department of Natural Resources and 
Community Development in 1977 by Governor Jim Hunt, Jr. He was the first African American 
male appointed to lead a cabinet level agency in North Carolina. 
 
Sara W. Hodgkins – was appointed Secretary of the Department of Cultural Resources in 1977 
by Governor James B. Hunt, Jr.   
 
Sara T. Morrow - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services in 
1977 by Governor James B. Hunt, Jr.   
 
Jane S. Patterson - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Administration in 1979 by 
Governor James B. Hunt, Jr. first in an acting role and then permanently in 1981.   
 
Lucy H. Bode - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services in 
1985 by Governor James B. Hunt.  She served in this capacity for six days during the change of 
gubernatorial administrations.   
 
Helen A. Powers – was appointed Secretary of the Department of Revenue in 1985 by Governor 
James G. Martin. 
 
Betsy Y. Justus - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Revenue in 1990 by Governor 
James G. Martin. 
 
Estell C. Lee - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Commerce in 1990 by Governor 
James G. Martin. 
 
Patric G. Dorsey - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Cultural Resources in 1990 by 
Governor James G. Martin. 
 
Aaron Johnson - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Correction in 1985 by Governor 






Katie G. Dorsett - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Administration in 1993 by 
Governor James B. Hunt, Jr.   
 
Betty R. McCain - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Cultural Resources in 1993 by 
Governor James B. Hunt, Jr.   
 
Janice H. Faulkner - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Revenue in 1993 by 
Governor James B. Hunt, Jr.   
 
Thurman B. Hampton - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Crime Control and Public 
Safety 1993 by Governor James B. Hunt, Jr.   
 
Muriel K. Offerman - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Revenue in 1996 by 
Governor James B. Hunt, Jr.   
 
Theodis Beck - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Correction in 1999 by Governor 
James B. Hunt, Jr. He was re-appointed to this position by Governor Michael F. Easley in 2001.  
 
Carmen Hooker Odom – was appointed Secretary of the Department of Health and Human 
Services in 2001 by Governor Michael F. Easley. 
 
Gwynn T. Swinson - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Administration in 2001 by 
Governor Michael F. Easley. 
 
Lisbeth C. Evans - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Cultural Resources in 2001 by 
Governor Michael F. Easley. 
 
Bryan E. Beatty - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Crime Control and Public Safety 
in 2001 by Governor Michael F. Easley. 
 
Kenneth Lay – was appointed Secretary of the Department of Revenue in 2009 by Governor 
Beverly Eaves Perdue.   
 
Alvin W. Keller, Jr. - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Correction in 2009 by 
Governor Beverly Eaves Perdue.   
 
Rueben F. Young - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Crime Control and Public 
Safety in 2009 by Governor Beverly Eaves Perdue.   
 
Linda Hayes - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention in 2009 by Governor Beverly Eaves Perdue.   
 
Linda A. Carlisle - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Revenue in 2010 by Governor 




Moses Carey, Jr. - was appointed Secretary of the Department of Administration in 2010 by 








Department of Administration was established in 1957 and has responsibility for acting as 
manager of the state’s internal operations including purchasing, contracting, personnel 
administration, managing buildings and construction projects, mail service and sale of state 
surplus property.  The department is headed by a Secretary who is appointed and serves at the 
pleasure of the Governor for a four year term. 
 
Department of Commerce was established in 1972 to serve as the lead agency for economic, 
community and workforce development.  The department is headed by a Secretary who is 
appointed and serves at the pleasure of the Governor for a four year term. 
 
Department of Correction was established in 1972 and has responsibility for the care, custody 
and supervision of all individuals sentenced after conviction of a felony or serious misdemeanor. 
The department is headed by a Secretary who is appointed and serves at the pleasure of the 
Governor for a four year term. This agency was consolidated into the Department of Public 
Safety in 2012 by Governor Beverly Eaves Purdue. 
 
Department Crime Control and Public Safety was established in 1977 and has responsibility for 
providing law enforcement and emergency services to protect against crime in the event of a 
natural or man-made disaster.  The department is headed by a Secretary who is appointed and 
serves at the pleasure of the Governor for a four year term.  This agency was consolidated into 
the Department of Public Safety in 2012 by Governor Beverly Eaves Purdue. 
 
Department of Cultural Resources was established in 1971 to enhance the cultural life of the 
citizens of the state through the arts, libraries and cultural activities.  This department was the 
first cabinet level cultural affairs department established in any states of the United States.  The 
department is headed by a Secretary who is appointed and serves at the pleasure of the Governor 
for a four year term. 
 
Department of Environment and Natural Resources was established in 1972 and previously 
named the Department of Natural Resources and Community Development is one of the oldest 
agencies in North Carolina state government finding its origin in 1738 to enforce game laws.  
The responsibilities of the department include regulation of natural resources, environmental and 
health regulatory programs.  The department is headed by a Secretary who is appointed and 
serves at the pleasure of the Governor for a four year term. 
 
Department of Health and Human Services was established in 1972 and previously named the 
Department of Human Resources to protect the health and safety of the citizens of the state and 
to provide essential human services for adults, children and families.  The department is headed 




Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention was established in 1999 to oversee 
juvenile training schools, detention centers, juvenile court services, community-based programs 
and support services related to the effective operation of the department. The department is 
headed by a Secretary who is appointed and serves at the pleasure of the Governor for a four year 
term.  This agency was consolidated into the Department of Public Safety in 2012 by Governor 
Beverly Eaves Purdue. 
 
Department of Revenue was established in 1922 and has responsibility for collecting revenue for 
the General and highway funds and to collect and distribute local sales tax on behalf of local 
governments.  The department is headed by a Secretary who is appointed and serves at the 




















Department of Cultural Resources 1973–1977 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management Related 
and Professional Staff 
Governor: James E. Holshouser, Jr. 
 
Appointee: Grace Rohrer 
 
Agency: Department of Cultural Resources 
 
Years: 1973–1977                  
    
At Appointment - 1973 M F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff   
 





















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff   
 
      
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff   
 
      
 
At Appointment - 1973 M F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A    






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related  N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff          
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff          
 
 
At Appointment - 1973 M F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A    























B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff          











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A    







Department of Natural Resources 1977–1981 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and 
Professional Staff 
Governor: James B. Hunt, Jr. 
 
Appointee: Howard N. Lee 
 




At Appointment - 1977 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Officials and Administrators N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff       
 
Year 2 - 1979 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Officials and Administrators 100 9 9 118 9 9 












Year 4 - 1981 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 104 11 9 124 0 2 
Percentage of Staff 83.8 10.6 8.7%    
 
At Appointment – 1977 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Management Related N/A N/A N/A  - - 
Percentage of Staff       
 
Year 2 – 1979 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related N/A N/A N/A  - - 











Year 4 - 1981 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 63 44 21 128 21 44 
Percentage of Staff 49.2 34.3 16.4    
 
At Appointment - 1977 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Professionals N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff       
 
Year 2 - 1979 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 484 101 57 642 57 101 












Year 4 - 1981 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 336 77 42 455 +12 -24 








Department of Cultural Resources 1977–1985 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and 
Professional Staff 
Governor: James B. Hunt, Jr. 
 
Appointee: Sara W. Hodgkins 
 




At Appointment - 1977 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Officials and Administrators N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff       
 
Year 2 - 1979 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators N/A N/A N/A    











Year 4 - 1981 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 45 5 1 50 1 5 
Percentage of Staff 90.0 8.0 2.0    
 
Year 6 - 1983 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 21 6 1 28 0 +1 
Percentage of Staff 75.0 21.4 3.6    
 
Year 8 - 1985 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 15 5 1 21 0 -0 











At Appointment - 1977 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Management Related N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff       
 
Year 2 - 1979 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff       
 
Year 4 - 1981 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 13 13 2 28 2 13 











Year 6 - 1983 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 13 12 3 28 +1 -1 
Percentage of Staff 46.4 42.8 10.8    
 
Year 8 - 1985 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 14 13 3 30 +1 +1 
Percentage of Staff 46.6 43.3 10.1    
  
At Appointment - 1977 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Professionals N/A N/A N/A    











Year 2 - 1979 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff       
 
Year 4 - 1981 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 81 70 112    163 112 70 
Percentage of Staff 49.7 42.9 7.4       
 
Year 6 - 1983 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 95 71 13 179 +1 +1 











Year 8 - 1985 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 88 79 12 179 0 +9 








Department of Health and Human Services 1977–1985 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management 
and Professional Staff 
Governor: James B. Hunt, Jr. 
 
Appointee: Sara T. Morrow 
 




At Appointment - 1977 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Officials and Administrators N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff       
 
Year 2 - 1979 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators N/A N/A N/A    













Year 4 - 1981 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 339 156 45 540 45 156 
Percentage of Staff 62.8 28.8 8.4    
 
Year 6 - 1983 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 331 163 46 540 +1 +7 
Percentage of Staff 61.3 30.2 8.5    
 
Year 8 - 1985 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators   Not Available    











At Appointment - 1977 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Management Related N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff       
 
Year 2 - 1979 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff       
 
Year 4 - 1981 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 298 211 52 561 52 211 











Year 6 - 1983 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 265 226 48 539 -4 +13 
Percentage of Staff 49.1 41.9 9.0    
 
Year 8 - 1985 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 336 192 51 579 -1 -19 
Percentage of Staff 58.0 33.1 8.9    
 
At Appointment - 1977 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Professionals N/A N/A N/A    











Year 2 - 1979 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals N/A N/A N/A    
Percentage of Staff       
 
Year 4 - 1981 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 1,544 2,646 749 4,939 749 2,646 
Percentage of Staff 31.7 53.6 14.7    
 
Year 6 - 1983 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 1,393 2,741 770 4,904 +21 +95 











Year 8 - 1985 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 1,569 2,963 881 5,413 +132 +317 









Department of Administration 1979–1985 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and 
Professional Staff 
Governor: James B. Hunt, Jr. 
 
Appointee: Jane Patterson 
 




At Appointment - 1979 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Officials and Administrators 58 0 0 58   
Percentage of Staff 100.0      
 
Year 2 - 1981 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 57 17 9 83 9 17 















Year 4 - 1983 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 59 16 8 83 -1 -1 
Percentage of Staff 71.1 19.3 9.6    
 
Year 6 - 1985 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 49 10 40 99 +31 -7 
Percentage of Staff 49.4 10.1 40.5    
 
At Appointment - 1979 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Management Related N/A N/A N/A N/A   











Year 4 - 1981 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 101 51 28 180 28 51 
Percentage of Staff 56.2 28.3 15.5    
 
Year 4 - 1983 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 97 63 29 189 +1 +12 
Percentage of Staff 51.3 33.3 15.4    
 
Year 6 - 1985 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 89 46 30 165 +2 -5 











At Appointment - 1979 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Professionals 7 0 0 7 0 0 
Percentage of Staff 100.0      
 
Year 2 - 1981 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 104 76 23 203 +23 +76 
Percentage of Staff 51.3 37.4 11.3    
 
Year 4 - 1983 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 112 85 27 224 +4 +9 











Year 6 - 1985 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 91 70 23 184 -4 -5 









Department of Administration 1985–1987 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and 
Professional Staff 
Governor: James Martin 
 
Appointee: Grace Rohrer 
 




At Appointment - 1985 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Officials and Administrators 49 10 4 63 4 10 
Percentage of Staff 77.7 15.8 6.3    
 
Year 2 - 1987 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 44 7 5 56 +1 -3 











At Appointment - 1985 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Management Related 89 46 30 165 30 46 
Percentage of Staff 53.9 27.9 18.2    
 
Year 2 - 1987 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 84 46 32 162 +2 0 
Percentage of Staff 52.0 28.3 19.7    
 
At Appointment - 1985 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Professionals 91 70 23 184 23 70 











Year 2 - 1987 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 67 50 21 138 +2 -20 









Department of Revenue 1985–1989 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and Professional 
Staff 
Governor: James Martin 
 
Appointee: Helen Powers 
 




At Appointment - 1985 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Officials and Administrators 46 8 1 55 1 8 
Percentage of Staff 83.6 14.5 1.9    
 
Year 2 - 1987 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 45 8 1 54 0 0 













Year 4 - 1989 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 21 3 0 24 -1 -5 
Percentage of Staff 87.5 12.5     
 
At Appointment - 1985 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Management Related 410 84 44 538 44 84 
Percentage of Staff 76.2 15.6 8.2    
 
Year 2 - 1987 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 382 110 49 541 -5 +26 













Year 4 - 1989 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 407 157 60 624 +16 +73 
Percentage of Staff 65.2 25.2 9.6    
  
At Appointment - 1985 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Professionals 6 5 0 11 0 5 
Percentage of Staff 54.5 45.5     
 
Year 2 - 1987 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 12 10 2 24 +2 +5 













Year 4 - 1989 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 28 17 7 52 +7 +12 








Department of Correction 1985–1991 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and Professional 
Staff 
Governor: James Martin 
 
Appointee: Aaron Johnson 
 




At Appointment - 1985 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Officials and Administrators 260 13 35 308 35 13 
Percentage of Staff 84.4 4.2 11.4    
 
Year 2 - 1987 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 266 18 42 326 +7 +5 













Year 4 - 1989 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 246 18 52 316 +17 +5 
Percentage of Staff 77.8 5.7 16.5    
 
At Appointment - 1991 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 235 29 60 324 +25 +16 
Percentage of Staff 72.5 9.0 18.5    
 
At Appointment - 1985 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Management Related 22 24 9 55 9 24 











Year 2 - 1987 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 24 33 9 66 0 +9 
Percentage of Staff 36.4 50.0 13.6    
 
Year 4 - 1989 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 28 40 11 79 +2 +16 
Percentage of Staff 35.5 50.6 13.9    
 
At Appointment - 1991 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 38 52 16 106 +7 +28 













At Appointment - 1985 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Professionals 627 441 264 1332 264 441 
Percentage of Staff 47.1 33.1 19.8    
 
Year 2 - 1987 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 656 500 296 1452 +32 +59 
Percentage of Staff 45.2 34.4 20.4    
 
Year 4 - 1989 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 675 713 383 1771 +119 +272 











At Appointment - 1991 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 855 887 476 2218 +212 +446 








Department of Cultural Resources 1985–1993 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and 
Professional Staff 
Governor: James Martin 
 
Appointee: Patric G. Dorsey 
 




At Appointment - 1985 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 15 5 1 21 1 5 
Percentage of Staff 68.1 23.8 8.1    
 
Year 2 - 1987 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 15 5 2 22 +1 0 











Year 4 - 1989 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 15 4 1 20 0 -1 
Percentage of Staff 75.0 20.0 5.0    
 
Year 4 - 1991 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 14 4 1 19 0 -1 
Percentage of Staff 73.6 21.1 5.3    
 
Year 4 - 1993 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 12 6 1 19 0 +1 











At Appointment - 1985 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 







Number of Management Related 14 13 3 30 3 13 
Percentage of Staff 46.7 43.3 10.0    
 
Year 2 - 1987 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 
Change from Time 
of Appt. MRTY 
Change from Time 
of Appt. FMLE 
Number of Management Related 10 13 3 26 0 0 
Percentage of Staff 38.5 50.0 11.5    
 
Year 4 - 1989 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 12 13 2 27 -1 0 











Year 4 - 1991 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 13 12 1 26 -1 -1 
Percentage of Staff 50.0 46.1 3.9    
 
Year 4 - 1993 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 10 18 3 31 0 +5 











At Appointment - 1985 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Professionals 88 79 12 179 12 79 
Percentage of Staff 49.2 44.1 6.7    
 
Year 2 - 1987 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 79 76 12 167 0 -3 
Percentage of Staff 47.3 45.5 7.2    
 
Year 4 - 1989 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 74 85 17  +5 +6 











Year 4 - 1991 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 77 87 18 182 +1 +8 
Percentage of Staff 42.3 48.0 9.7    
 
Year 4 - 1993 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 101 81 17 199 +5 +2 








Department of Revenue 1990–1992 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and Professional 
Staff 
Governor: James Martin 
 
Appointee: Betsy Y. Justice 
 




At Appointment - 1990 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Officials and Administrators 24 1 0 25 0 1 
Percentage of Staff 96.0 4.0     
 
Year 2 - 1992 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 21 3 0 24 0 +2 











At Appointment - 1990 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Management Related 410 179 63 652 63 179 
Percentage of Staff 62.8 27.5 9.7    
 
Year 2 - 1992 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 405 212 76 693 +13 +33 
Percentage of Staff 58.5 30.6 10.9    
 
At Appointment - 1990 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Professionals 24 14 6 44 6 14 











Year 2 - 1992 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 25 16 7 48 +1 +2 








Department of Commerce 1990–1992 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and Professional 
Staff 
Governor: James Martin 
 
Appointee: Estell Lee 
 




At Appointment - 1990 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Officials and Administrators 71 15 4 90 4 15 
Percentage of Staff 78.9 16.7 4.4    
 
Year 2 - 1992 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 73 18 3 94 -1 +3 











At Appointment - 1990 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Management Related 102 60 23 185 23 60 
Percentage of Staff 55.2 32.4 12.4    
 
Year 2 - 1992 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 92 61 26 179 +3 +1 
Percentage of Staff 51.4 34.1 14.5    
 
At Appointment - 1990 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Professionals 115 77 19 211 19 77 











Year 2 - 1992 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 101 79 18 198 -1 +2 








Department of Crime Control and Public Safety 1993–1995 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, 
Management and Professional Staff 
Governor: James B. Hunt 
 
Appointee: Thurman B. Hampton 
 




At Appointment - 1993 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Officials and Administrators 25 3 3 31 3 3 
Percentage of Staff 80.6 9.7 9.7    
 
Year 2 - 1995 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 24 1 5 30 +2 -2 











At Appointment - 1993 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 52 112 36 203 36 112 
Percentage of Staff 25.6 55.1 17.3    
 
Year 2 - 1995 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 48 105 52 205 +16 -7 
Percentage of Staff 23.4 51.2 25.4    
 
At Appointment - 1993 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Professionals 33 17 5 55 5 17 











Year 2 - 1995 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 32 16 10 58 +5 -1 








Department of Revenue 1993–1995 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and Professional 
Staff 
Governor: James B. Hunt, Jr. 
 
Appointee: Janice Faulkner 
 




At Appointment - 1993 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 23 4 1 0 0 0 28 1 4 
Percentage of Staff 82.0 14.0 4.0       
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 29 7 2 0 0 0 38 +1 +3 











At Appointment - 1993 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 358 179 34 39 7 4 621 4 212 
Percentage of Staff 58.0 29.0 5.0 6.0 1.6 .64    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 333 170 32 38 6 3 582 -5 -1 
Percentage of Staff 57.2 29.0 5.5 6.5 1.0 .80    
 
At Appointment - 1993 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 20 13 1 2 2 2 40 7 17 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 29 18 1 5 2 2 52 +3 +8 








Department of Administration 1993–1999 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and 
Professional Staff 
Governor: James B. Hunt, Jr. 
 
Appointee: Katie Dorsett 
 












FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 22 4 5 3 1 1 36 10 8 
Percentage of Staff 61.1 11.1 13.9 8.3 2.8 2.8    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 16 6 4 5 2 0 33 +1 +3 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 18 5 4 4 1 0 32 +1 +1 
Percentage of Staff 56.3 15.6 12.5 12.5 3.0 0    
 










FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 20 5 4 4 1 0 34 -1 +1 
Percentage of Staff 58.8 14.7 11.8 11.8 2.9 0    
   
At Appointment - 1993 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 64 37 7 14 8 4 134 33 55 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 60 30 10 16 7 4 127 +4 -5 
Percentage of Staff 47.2 23.6 7.8 12.6 5.5 3.2    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 59 29 11 16 6 5 126 +5 -5 
Percentage of Staff 46.8 23.0 8.7 12.7 4.8 3.9    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 60 28 9 19 6 5 127 +6 -3 
Percentage of Staff 47.2 22.0 7.1 14.9 4.7 3.9    










At Appointment - 1993 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 52 22 6 7 8 7 102 28 36 
Percentage of Staff 50.9 21.7 5.9 6.9 7.8 6.9    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 52 30 7 7 7 4 107 +3 +5 
Percentage of Staff 48.6 28.0 6.5 6.5 6.5 3.7    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 50 28 5 8 9 3 103 +3 +3 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 50 26 5 8 10 3 102 -2 +1 









Department of Cultural Resources 1993–1999 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and 
Professional Staff 
Governor: James B. Hunt, Jr. 
 
Appointee: Betty McCain 
 
Agency: Dept. of Cultural Resources 
 
Years: 1993–2000                  
     
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 11 7 1 0 0 0 19 0 +1 
Percentage of Staff 58.0 37.0 5.0       
 








FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 12 6 1 0 0 0 19 1 6 





















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 11 9 1 0 0 0 21 0 +3 
Percentage of Staff 52.0 43.0 5.0       
 










FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 10 11 1 0 0 0 22 0 +5 
Percentage of Staff 45.0 50.0 5.0       
                     








FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 10 18 1 2 0 0 31 3 20 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 6 12 1 3 0 0 22 +1 +5 
Percentage of Staff 27.0 54.5 5.0 13.5      
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 9 15 2 3 0 0 29 +2 +2 
Percentage of Staff 31.0 52.0 7.0 10.0      
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 9 21 2 4 0 0 36 +3 +5 
Percentage of Staff 25.0 58.0 6.0 11.0      










At Appointment - 1993 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 101 81 3 11 1 2 199 17 94 
Percentage of Staff 50.5 40.7 1.5 6.3 .5 1.0    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 100 93 2 11 1 4 211 +1 +14 
Percentage of Staff 47.4 44.1 .9 5.2 .5 1.9    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 103 96 1 11 3 4 218 +2 _17 
Percentage of Staff 47.0 44.0 .9 5.0 1.3 1.8    





















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 102 103 1 13 3 3 225 +3 +35 








Department of Revenue 1996–2000 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and Professional 
Staff 
Governor: James B. Hunt, Jr. 
 
Appointee: Muriel Offerman 
 
Agency: Dept. of Revenue 
 
Years: 1996–2000                  
     
At Appointment - 1996 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 28 6 2 1 0 0 37 3 7 
Percentage of Staff 76.0 16.0 5.0 3.0      
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 27 8 3 1 0 0 39 +1 +2 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 28 12 3 3 0 0 46 +3 +8 
Percentage of Staff 6.8 26.2 6.5 6.5      
 
At Appointment - 1996 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 332 170 32 41 6 2 583 81 213 
Percentage of Staff 56.9 29.1 5.5 7.0 1.0 .5    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 306 180 34 51 6 2 579 +12 +20 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 298 177 36 67 5 3 586 +30 +34 
Percentage of Staff 50.8 30.2 6.1 11.4 1.0 .5    
    
At Appointment - 1996 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 28 21 2 3 2 1 57 8 25 
Percentage of Staff 49.0 36.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 2.0    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 24 23 2 7 1 1 58 +3 +6 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 32 15 1 3 2 1  -1 -6 








Department of Correction 1999–2007 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and Professional 
Staff 
Governor: James B. Hunt, Jr. 
 
Appointee: Theodis Beck 
 
Agency: Dept. of Correction 
 
Year:  1999–2007                  
     
At Appointment - 1999 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTA 






Number of Officials and Administrators 214 40 60 18 3 2 337 83 60 
Percentage of Staff 63.5 11.9 17.8 5.3 .75 .75    
 
Year 2 - 2001 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 94 31 21 11 2 2 161 -47 -16 











Year 4 - 2003 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 86 34 23 12 3 1 159 -21 -13 
Percentage of Staff 54.0 21.4 14.5 7.5 1.9 .7    
 
Year 6 - 2005 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 95 32 29 13 6 2 177 -23 -13 
Percentage of Staff 53.7 18.0 16.4 7.3 3.4 1.2    
 
Year 8 - 2007 M F 
Minority 










Number of Officials and Administrators 85 38 31 17 5 2 178 -28 -3 










At Appointment - 1999 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Management Related 75 98 11 17 2 3 206 33 118 
Percentage of Staff 36.5 47.8 5.3 8.3 .6 1.5    
 
Year 2 - 2001 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 54 54 18 15 4 2 147 +6 -47 
Percentage of Staff 36.7 36.7 12.2 10.2 2.7 1.4    
 
Year 4 - 2003 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 43 63 18 19 3 0 146 +7 -36 










Year 6 - 2005 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 59 62 13 17 4 0 155 +1 -39 
Percentage of Staff 38.1 40.0 8.3 11.0 2.6 0    
 
Year 8 - 2007 M F 
Minority 










Number of Management Related 66 70 17 21 5 2 181 +12 -25 
Percentage of Staff 36.5 38.7 9.4 11.6 2.8 1.0    










At Appointment - 1999 M F 
Minority 
(B/M, B/F, O/M, O/F) 
TOTAL 






Number of Professionals 1,203 909 360 426 48 27 2,973 861 1,362 
Percentage of Staff 40.5 30.6 12.1 14.3 1.6 .9    
 
Year 2 – 2001 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 1,238 979 448 534 57 47 3,303 +225 +198 
Percentage of Staff 37.5 29.6 13.6 16.2 1.7 1.4    
 
Year 4 - 2003 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 1,228 878 427 512 64 47 3,156 +189 +75 











Year 6 - 2005 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 1,189 916 447 547 63 42 3,204 +238 +143 
Percentage of Staff 37.1 28.5 13.9 17.1 1.9 1.5    
 
Year 8 - 2007 M F 
Minority 










Number of Professionals 1,217 945 464 597 69 48 3,340 +317 +228 








Department of Health and Human Services 2001–2007 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management 
and Professional Staff 
Governor: James B. Hunt, Jr. 
 
Appointee: Carmen Hooker Odom 
 
Agency: Dept. of Health and Human Services 
 
Years: 2001–2007                  
     
At Appointment - 2001 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 170 116 18 13 6 5 328 42 134 
Percentage of Staff 52.0 35.0 6.0 4.0 1.7 1.3    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 156 127 18 20 7 5 333 +8 +18 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 139 133 24 21 5 7 329 +15 +27 
Percentage of Staff 42.2 40.4 7.3 6.4 1.6 2.1    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 116 135 17 26 4 6 304 +9 +33 
Percentage of Staff 38.0 44.0 6.0 9.0 1.0 2.0    
 
At Appointment - 2001 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 176 413 27 97 4 10 727 138 520 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 182 430 31 103 3 15 764 +14 +28 
Percentage of Staff 24.0 56.3 4.1 13.6 .5 2.5    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 179 444 39 140 3 23 828 +67 +87 
Percentage of Staff 21.6 53.6 4.7 16.9 .4% 2.8    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 198 478 37 168 5 17 903 +89 +143 
Percentage of Staff 21.9 52.3 4.1 18.6 1.1 2.0    










At Appointment – 2001 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 1,200 3,183 389 1,187 64 107 6,130 1,747 4,477 
Percentage of Staff 20.0 52.0 6.0 19.3 1.0 1.7    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 1,128 3,060 366 1,169 70 113 5,906 -29 -134 
Percentage of Staff 19.0 52.0 6.0 20.0 1.0 2.0    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 1,078 3,318 352 1,258 82 143 6,231 +88 +243 
Percentage of Staff 17.0 53.0 6.0 20.0 1.3 2.7    






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 1,111 3,478 427 1,379 103 158 6,656 +320 +538 








Department of Administration 2001–2005 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and 
Professional Staff 
Governor: Michael F. Easley 
 
Appointee: Gwynn Swinson 
 
Agency: Dept. of Administration 
 
Years: 2001–2005                  
     
At Appointment - 2001 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 14 6 5 4 3 0 32 12 10 
Percentage of Staff 43.8 18.8 15.6 12.4 9.4 0    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 13 3 3 3 2 0 24 -4 -4 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 13 4 4 3 2 0 26 -3 -3 
Percentage of Staff 50.0 15.4 15.4 11.5 7.7 0    
    
At Appointment - 2001 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 53 20 12 15 2 7 109 36 42 
Percentage of Staff 48.6 18.3 11.1 13.8 1.8 6.4    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 49 19 10 19 2 6 105 +1 +2 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 54 20 9 16 3 5 107 -3 -1 
Percentage of Staff 50.5 18.7 8.4 14.9 2.8 4.7    
    
At Appointment - 2001 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 52 38 5 28 5 5 133 43 71 
Percentage of Staff 39.0 28.6 3.8 21.0 3.8 3.8    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 56 34 3 24 5 7 129 -4 -6 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 59 33 6 26 6 6 136 -1 -6 








Department of Cultural Resources 2001–2007 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and 
Professional Staff 
Governor: Michael F. Easley 
 
Appointee: Lisbeth Evans 
 




At Appointment - 2001 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 6 12 0 0 0 0 18 0 12 
Percentage of Staff 38.0 62.0        
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 7 9 0 0 0 0 16 0 -3 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 9 8 0 0 0 0 17 0 -4 
Percentage of Staff 53.0 47.0        
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 12 9 0 0 0 0 21 0 -3 
Percentage of Staff 57.0 43.0        
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 5 20 1 1 0 0 27 2 21 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 5 18 0 1 0 0 29 -1 -2 
Percentage of Staff 21.0 75.0  4.0      
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 5 16 0 2 0 0 23 0 -3 
Percentage of Staff 22.0 70.0  8.0      
 
 















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 7 14 0 2 0 0 23 0 -5 
Percentage of Staff 30.0 61.0  9.0      










At Appointment - 2001 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 121 109 3 11 2 4 250 20 124 
Percentage of Staff 48.0 44.0 1.0 5.0 .4 1.6    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 113 125 2 10 3 4 257 -1 +15 
Percentage of Staff 44.0 49.0 .5 3.8 1.2 1.5    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 111 120 3 11 7 5 257 +6 +12 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 123 145 7 12 4 5 296 +8 +38 








Department of Crime Control and Public Safety 2001–2009 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, 
Management and Professional Staff 
Governor: Michael F. Easley 
 
Appointee: Bryan Beatty 
 




At Appointment - 2001 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 16 1 6 1 1 0 25 8 2 
Percentage of Staff 64.0 4.0 24.0 4.0 4.0     
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 14 2 5 2 1 0 24 0 +2 
























B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 25 2 4 2 1 0 34 -1 +2 
Percentage of Staff 73.5 5.9 11.8 5.9 2.9     
 
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 5 1 0 1 0 0 7 -7 0 
Percentage of Staff 71.4 14.3  14.3      
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 16 1 2 3 0 0 22 -3 +2 










At Appointment - 2001 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 45 17 10 6 0 1 79 17 23 
Percentage of Staff 57.0 21.5 12.7 7.6  1.2    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 41 18 8 8 0 2 72 -1 +3 
Percentage of Staff 53.2 23.4 10.4 10.4  2.6    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 44 19 5 9 0 0 77 -3 +5 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 42 22 6 19 0 1 90 +8 +18 
Percentage of Staff 52.0 27.5 7.5 11.3  1.2    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 46 28 4 13 0 2 93 +2 +20 
Percentage of Staff 49.5 30.1 4.3 13.9 0 2.2    
 
At Appointment - 2001 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 64 30 13 14 4 0 125 31 44 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 60 31 13 16 4 1 125 +3 +4 
Percentage of Staff 48.0 24.8 10.4 12.8 3.2 .8    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 65 34 13 24 4 1 141 +12 +15 
Percentage of Staff 46.1 24.1 9.2 17.0 2.8 .8    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 82 35 15 28 5 4 169 +21 +23 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 51 23 12 23 3 1 113 +8 +3 








Department of Revenue 2009–2010 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and Professional 
Staff 
Governor: Beverly E. Purdue 
 
Appointee: Kenneth Lay 
 




At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 12 6 1 2 0 0 21 3 8 
Percentage of Staff 57.1 28.6 4.8 9.5      
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 11 6 1 1 0 0 19 -1 -1 












At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 256 225 48 100 11 11 651 336 170 
Percentage of Staff 39.3 34.7 7.4 15.4 1.6 1.6    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 232 220 48 95 11 10 616 -6 -11 
Percentage of Staff 37.7 35.7 7.8 15.4 1.8 1.6    
 
At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 56 30 8 7 9 5 115 29 42 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 55 31 10 7 6 10 119 +4 +6 








Department of Correction 2009–2011 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and Professional 
Staff 
Governor: Beverly E. Purdue 
 
Appointee: Alvin Keller 
 




At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 70 39 25 24 3 2 163 54 65 
Percentage of Staff 42.9 23.9 15.2 14.8 1.8 1.4    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 45 40 26 24 3 1 139 54 65 











At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 74 134 18 41 5 5 277 69 180 
Percentage of Staff 26.7 48.4 6.5 14.8 1.8 1.8    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 123 86 24 27 9 4 286 +8 -63 
Percentage of Staff 48.0 30.0 8.4 9.4 3.1 1.1    
 
At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 1,224 1,190 476 680 64 62 3,696 1,282 1,932 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 1,153 1,247 473 853 63 83 3,872 +190 +251 








Department of Crime Control and Public Safety 2009–2011 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, 
Management and Professional Staff 
Governor: Beverly E. Purdue 
 
Appointee: Rueben Young 
 




At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 5 1 0 1 0 0 7 1 2 
Percentage of Staff 71.4 14.3  14.3      
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 4 9 1 10 0 0 24 +10 +17 











At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 46 28 4 13 0 2 93 19 43 
Percentage of Staff 49.5 30.1 4.3 14.0  2.2    
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 46 15 6 2 0 2 71 -9 -24 
Percentage of Staff 64.8 21.1 8.5 2.8  2.8    
 
At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 51 23 12 23 3 1 113 39 47 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 54 29 10 29 4 3 129 +7 +14 








Department of Cultural Resources 2009–2011 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and 
Professional Staff 
Governor: Beverly E. Purdue 
 
Appointee: Linda Carlisle 
 




At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 8 4 0 0 0 0 12 0 4 
Percentage of Staff 66.7 33.3        
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 7 5 2 0 0 0 14 +2 +1 












At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 8 22 0 0 4 0 34 4 22 
Percentage of Staff 23.5 64.7   11.8     
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 6 17 0 2 0 0 25 +2 -3 
Percentage of Staff 24.0 68.0  8.0      
 
At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 130 156 7 14 2 4 313 27 174 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 123 141 5 13 1 5 288 -3 -15 








Department of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 2009–2011 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level 
Administrators, Management and Professional Staff 
Governor: Beverly E. Purdue 
 
Appointee: Linda Hayes 
 




At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 9 6 4 5 0 0 24 9 11 
Percentage of Staff 37.5 25.0 16.7 20.8      
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 2 1 0 1 0 0 4 -8 -9 











At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 6 21 9 26 1 0 63 36 47 
Percentage of Staff 9.5 33.3 14.3 41.3 1.6     
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 5 13 5 18 0 0 41 -31 -17 
Percentage of Staff 12.2 31.7 12.2 43.9      
 
At Appointment - 2009 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 283 300 471 375 23 12 1,464 881 687 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 144 193 224 227 10 4 802 -416 -263 








Department of Administration 2010–2011 Ascribed Characteristics of Agency Upper Level Administrators, Management and 
Professional Staff 
Governor: Beverly E. Purdue 
 
Appointee: Moses Carey 
 




At Appointment - 2010 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 2 3 0 0 0 0 5 0 3 
Percentage of Staff 40.0 60.0        
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Officials and Administrators 2 2 0 0 0 0 4 0 -1 











At Appointment - 2010 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 54 25 14 14 4 4 115 36 43 
Percentage of Staff 47.0 21.7 12.2 12.2 3.5 3.5 
   
 











B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Management Related 51 17 13 11 4 4 100 -4 -11 
Percentage of Staff 51.0 17.0 13.0 11.0 4.0 4.0 
   
 
At Appointment - 2010 W/M W/F 
Minority 
TOTAL 





FMLE B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 53 12 3 8 4 1 81 16 21 






















B/M B/F O/M O/F 
Number of Professionals 49 11 2 6 3 1 72 -4 -4 
Percentage of Staff 68.1 15.3 2.8 8.3 2.8 1.4    
 
